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THE MINOR WORRIES OF LIFE! 


Why keep your Letters and Papers in a chronic state of confusion 
when you can have them in a Single Box or Drawer under the 
simplest possible arrangement in perfect order ? 





FREEMAN & SON, Soticrrors, 7, Foster-Layg, E.C.—* The ‘ Ceres’ Files are quite 
the best for a lawyer’s office. The facilities they afford are not to be found in any other 
system.” 

IRWIN E. B. COX, Esq., M.P.— Am transferring all my papers to your Files, 
thereby releasing a whole room which was one mass of pigeon holes.’”’ Subsequently : 
“The Writing Table is all I can desire.” 





CALL AND INSPECT THE CERES SYSTEM OR SEND POSTCARD FOR FULLY 
ILLUSTRATED EXPLANATORY PAMPHLET, POST-FREE, 


THE CERES DEPOT, 
10, JOHN STREET, ADELPHI, W.C. 
(Opposite the Society of Arts and two minutes from Charing Cross). 








THE OLDEST &4 WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMI 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonDs, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





BEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFBITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on application to 
{HE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 











ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - - - - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME . - - - - £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - $1,000,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE -~— - £11,700,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wirnovr Prorits. 

The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 

Age | Premium ‘Age | ‘Premium | Age Premium | 

20 |s178%,| 30 £116%,| 40 | £2 10%, 








£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c.:—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


Duration — “10 yrs. | 20 yrs. | 30 yrs. “| 40 yrs. 
Amount of Policy | £1,199 | 1,438 | £1,724 | £2,067 | 


Next Bonus as at 3lst December, 1901. 





OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE PROPOSED extension of the offices of the Land Registry is 
not, apparently, to be carried through without criticism. We 
have received a copy of a letter which has been sent by the 
Kensington Vestry to the local authorities of the metropolis in 
which the impropriety of effecting any considerable alteration of 
the existing offices under the present conditions of the scheme 
for pons, Bn registration of title is forcibly pointed out. 
‘The working of the Act being in an experimental s the 
vestry concur in the view which has been expressed, that the 
pro to embark upon a huge expenditure for the extension 
of the Land Registry Office is premature at the present time.” 
We shall be surprised if the same opinion is not pretty generally 
held. 





Tue seizure by the English authorities recently of the 
German ship Bundesrath, and other German vessels, has resulted 
ia an important declaration by the German Government as to 
the views held by that country upon the subjects of the rights 
of visit and search and of contraband of war. A neutral power 
which finds its merchant shipping subjected to the right of 
search is concerned immediately with making out the best case 
it can in favour of the vessels affected, but it also has to look 
forward to the time when it may have to assert a similar right 
on its own behalf, and the present declaration does not —— 
to depart from the recognized principles of international law. 
The an Government admit in general terms that neutral 
merchant vessels on the high seas or in territorial waters 
are subject to the right of visitation on the part of 
belligerent ships of war; though they make a reservation 
that the right must not be exercised in waters which are too far 
distant from the seat of war, and they suggest that it does not 
apply so fully to mail steamers as to ordinary merchantmen. 
The English Government appear to have yielded to both these 
qualifications, and in the future course of the present war 
vessels are not to be stopped or searched either at Aden or at any 
point equally or further distant from the seat of war. More- 
over, it has been ed that German mail steamers are 
not to be stopped and searched on mere suspicion. The 


right of search implies, in the first instance, a right only 
13 
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to examine the ship’s papers, and further proceedings 
cannot be taken unless the examination of the papers raises 
unds of suspicion. If circumstances of suspicion are 
revealed a thorough examination may then be made of the 
ship and her cargo, and if the search confirms the suspicions 
and articles are found which are alleged to be contraband of 
war, the vessel may be detained and sent before the nearest acces- 
sible prize court. If the capture turns out to be right the goods 
are confiscated ; if it is adjudged to be wrong the owners of the 
vessel are entitled to compensation. These and other admitted 
— are specifically stated by the German Government. 
he right of search, it is said, must be exercised as considerately 
as possible, and without unnecessary annoyance. The right of 
stopping the ship and examining her papers may be exercised at 
avy time, but search should only follow when there are grounds 
of suspicion. The cases when the ship may be taken before a 
prize court are defined as (1) when the neutral vessel has offered 
resistance on being stopped, (2) when an examination of the 
papers reveals irregularities, and (3) when contraband is found 
on board. But if it turns out that the capture was not justifi- 
able, then, in accordance with the principle stated above, the 
German Government assert that the belligerent state is bound 
t» set the ship and its cargo at liberty without delay, and to 
give complete compensation. In the present case the obligation 
of the English Government to grant compensation has apparently 
been admitted. 





Uron the question of what articles are to be regarded as 
contraband, the German Government state that they tried to 
obtain the adhesion of the British Government to the principle 
that “neutral goods carried on a neutral ship between neutral 
harbours are not contraband.” But naturally this attempt 
failed. The right of seizing contraband goods might be quite 
nullified if such goods were entitled to be landed at a neutral 
port from which they could without difficulty be conveyed 
to the enemy. The British Government have accordingly 
declined to accept the suggested principle, and the German 
Government have not pressed it. ‘Contraband of war” 
is defiaed by the latter Government to mean “only goods 
or persons adapted for the purposes of war and at the 
same time ‘destined for one of the belligerents.” This, as 
the Germans admit, leaves the question very much at large. 
What kind of goods, they say, can be regarded as contraband 
according to the definition is a disputed question. As to arms 
and ammunition no doubt exists, but otherwise the question, it 
is truly said, will, as a rule, be capable of decision only when 
every circumstance of a particular instance is taken into account, 
unless a belligerent has duly and expressly intimated to neutral 
powers the nature of the articles which it intends to treat as 
contraband, and the neutral powers have raised no objection. 
In the case, however, of articles such as foodstuffs, which are 
not necessarily contraband, the right of confiscation pure and 
simple presses too hardly on neutral trade, and the German 
Government adopt the rule acted upon in this country that the 
owners are entitled to indemnity. Contraband, they say, if 
found, may be confiscated, but it depends on the circumstances of 
each case whether indemnification is to be granted or not. It is 
satisfactory to find a detailed statement of the law by a foreign 
state agreeing so closely with the law as accepted here. 





Deartsmen of Acts of Parliament which relate to common 
matters of every-day life should learn to be precise. Section 
147 of the County Courts Act, 1888, protects from seizure under 
an execution ‘‘ the wearing apparel and bedding ” of the debtor 
and his family, “‘and the tools and implements of his trade, to 
the value of £5”; and under the Law of Distress Amendment 
Act, 1888, this protection is extended to the case of distress, 
provided the tenant is not wrongfully holding over after demand 
of possession. But what is to be understood by “‘ bedding”? 
Does it include the bedstead, or does it apply only to the 
mattress, &c., which the bedstead supports? This question 
arose in Davis v. Iarris (reported elsewhere) before a Divisional 
Court consisting of Cuannyit and Bucky, JJ., and for the 
instruction of the court numerous references were made by 
counsel to the dictionaries, and to our literature from Ohaucer’s 





time to the present date, a familiar line from ‘‘ The Absent- 
minded Beggar” being quoted as relevant to the discussion. In 
its ordinary sense it can be hardly doubted that the word does not 
extend to the bedstead, but the court did not regard the 
ordinary meaning of the word as decisive of the question. It 
was necessary to discover its meaning for the purpose of the 
Act, and it is a fair construction of the Act that what the 
Legislature meant to protect was the sleeping accommodation 
generally, whether it consisted of a mattress only or of a 
mattress and bedstead combined. In this sense the court held 
that the word was used, and in the case before them the bed- 
stead was held to be exempt from distress. It may be noticed 
that the word “‘ bedding ” is used in various statutes relating to 
public health—e.g , the Public Health Act, 1875, s. 121—and 
the destruction of “‘ bedding, clothing, or other articles,” which 
have been exposed to infection, is authorized; but here the 
exact determination of its meaning is not essential. Should 
necessity arise to deal with the bedstead under these provisions 
it could be brought in under “ other articles.” Probably, how- 
ever, the term “bedding” is used in such statutes in the 
narrower sense it has in popular usage. 





Tue case of Haddock v. Humphreys, decided by the Court of 
Appeal last week, illustrates afresh the capricious nature of the 
legislation embodied in the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
It also gave rise to a curious difference of opinion between the 
Lords Justices as to the meaning of a word in very common use. 
The sole question for the court was whether a certain accident 
occurred in a ‘‘ factory ” within the meaning of the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act. That word is defined in the Act (by reference 
to section 23 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1895) to include a 
“dock, wharf, quay, or warehouse,” and it wasalleged that the locus 
in quo was a wharf. It was aspace inclosed by a wall and gates, 
and let, with the office attached, to timber merchants for the 
purpose of their business. On one side of it ran a public 
highway ; on the other side of the highway was a much larger 
space called the timber quay, which extended to the water of a 
dock. It would seem almost sufficient to state these facts in 
order to shew that the place was not a wharf, and this is the 
conclusion to which both the county court judge and 
A. L, Sore and Corus, L.JJ., came. Ricsy, LJ., how- 
ever dissented, and considered that this space of ground, 
separated from the water first by a public road, and 
then by a large quay, was itself a wharf, a word to 
which, apparently on etymological grounds, he was pre- 
pared to give the extended signification of ‘‘a place for the 
reception of goods.” It is hardly surprising that there isa 
temptation to distort the meaning of ordinary English in order 
to put a logical interpretation upon this extraordinary Act. If 
the word is given the meaning put upon it by the majority of 
the judges—a place at the side of a harbour used for loading or 
unloading ships—the result is certainly strange. If the yard ia 
question had been roofed over it would have been a warehouse ; 
if it had been alongside a harbour it would have been a wharf 
or quay; and in either case a workman ivjured when at work 
in it would be entitled to recover compensation. But the place 
being unroofed and separated from the harbour the injured man 
is outside the benefit of the Act, although neither the absence 
or presence of a roof, nor the continuity with the harbour, 
- have had the remotest bearing on the injury which occurred 
there. 





Tux pecision of Bucktey, J., in the case of He Palmer, 
Palmer v. Rose-lnnes (W. N. 1900, p. 9), settles a point 
respecting estate duty which was raised by Part I. of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897. The Finance Act, 1891, provided by 
section 9, sub-section 1, that “A rateable part of ‘the estate 
duty on an estate, in proportion to the value of any property 
which does not pass to the executor as such, shall be a first 
charge on the property in respect of which duty is leviable.” 
That was to say, real estate was to bear its rateable share of 
estate duty. Then came the Land Transfer Act, 1897, enacting 
by section 1, sub-section 1, that ‘‘ Where real estate is vested in 
any person without a right in any other person to take by 
survivorship, it shall, on his death, notwithstanding any testa- 
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mentary disposition, devolve to and become vesied in, 
his personal representatives or representative from time 
to time, as if it were a chattel real vesting in them 
or him.” This provision obviously gave ground for 
an argument that real estate now vests in the executor as such, 
and that the first clause of section 9 of the Finance, 1894, no 
longer applies to such a case, and that it follows that estate 
duty in respect of land should be paid out of the residuary 
personalty. The decision, however, has been given against that 
argument. The learned judge considered that section 9 of the 
Finance Act, 1894, ought to be construed with reference to the 
law as it stood at that time, and not in accordance with the 
subsequent provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1897. He 
held, therefore, that real estate must still contribute its rateable 
share of estate duty. There can be little doubt that this 
decision is sound, and that Part I. of the Land Transfer Act, 
1897, was passed for the purpose of facilitating the administra- 
tion of estates, and not for the purpose of altering the rights of 
beneficiaries. This appears from several provisions in the 
Act, and notably from section 5, which provides that ‘“‘ Nothing 
in this part of this Act shall affect any duty payable 
in respect of real estate, or impose on real estate any other duty 
than is now payable in respect thereof.” If the Act had been 
held to cast on personalty the share of estate duty previously 
paid out of realty, it would have affected a duty payable in 
respect of real estate. 





Ir 1s WELL established in law that if a person has actually 
committed a felony and will not allow himself to be arrested, a 
constable, and even a private person, may kill the offender if he 
cannot otherwise be secured. A case illustrating this principle 
came before Wricut, J., last werk at the Dorsetshire Assizes. 
Three prisoners were indicted for a serious act of housebreaking. 
They were caught in the act, and a superintendent of police 
attempted to arrest them. One of the offenders struck the 
constable a violent blow with a jemmy, and one of them made 
a desperate effort to escape, and was actually running away, 
when the constable pulled out a revolver and, firing a 
shot in the air, ordered him to stop. The man refused to stop, 
and then the constable fired at him, aiming low, and bringing 
him down with a shot in his leg, which was sufficient to secure 
his arrest, but which did not cause a very serious wound. It 
would seem from this statement of the facts, that the officer 
would, under the circumstances, have been justified if his shot 
had killed the felon. Nevertheless, counsel for the defence 
described the conduct of the constable as most unwarrant- 
able, and urged this in mitigation of sentence. The learned 
judge, however, took a very different view of the matter. 
He allowed that in early times the Jaw was much less 
humane than it is now, and little notice was taken of 
the fact that death or serious injury overtook a person who 
resisted arrest. At the present time violence by constables is 
looked at much more strictly. If, however, an officer finds a 
serious crime being committed it is not only his right, but his 
absolute duty, to take every reasonable means of effecting a 
prompt arrest, though, of course, no unnecessary violence 
must be used. Here the judge thought that the officer had 
acted most humanely in first firing in the air and then 
firing low down so as to injure as little as possible, and that he 
had done no more than his duty strictly demanded. The judge 
no doubt took a thoroughly sound view of the law and of the 
facts. If the prisoner had been unfortunately killed by the 
shot the officer would doubtless have been held to be justified 
in his act. Of course the public must be protected from 
brutality on the part of police, and cases of unnecessary 
violence ought to be severely dealt with. On the other hand, 
when a serious crime has been committed it is the duty of 
& constable to arrest at all risks to himself or to the offender. 
Burglars frequently carry revolvers, and often use them and 
escape. It is only right that they should know that they run 
some chance of themselves being shot. 





Ir 1s well known that a notice to repair given by a landlord 
under section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, is not sufficient 





if couched in general terms. “The notice,” it was said by 
Norrtu, J., in Fletcher v. Nokes (1897, 1 Oh., p. 274), “ ought to 
be so distinct as to direct the attention of the tenant to the par- 
ticular things of which the landlord complains, so that the 
tenant may have an opportunity of remedying them before an 
action to enforce a forfeiture of the lease is brought against 
him.” In consequence of this ruling it is customary to annex 
to the notice an elaborate schedule of the repairs which the land- 
lord requires to have done. But here the landlord may fall into 
an opposite error. In his effort to be precise he may, and prob- 
ably usually does, specify a good deal more than the tenant 
is legally bound to undertake. Will the notice on this ground 
be bad? The point was raised in Matthews v. Usher (68 
L. J. Q. B. 988) before Rrptgy, J., and was decided by him in 
favour of the landlord. The notice, he held, sufficiently specifies 
the breach and requires its remedy, notwithstanding that it is 
accompanied with requirements which are not justifiable. Itis 
for the tenant to ‘‘distinguish the work which he is legally 
required to do from that which does not fall upon him according 
to law, and if the lessor has asked more than he is 
entitled to ask, he will in the end so far lose his right to recover 
possession.” The same point has been raised before Bucxtey, J., 
in Pannell y. City of London Brewery Co. (reported elswhere), and 
has been decided in the same sense. A notice to repair specified 
three breaches, of which it ap that only two had been 
committed. This, however, did not prevent the notice from 
being a good notice. The lessor had, said Bucxtey, J., done 
what the statute required, and something more, but the fact that 
in his requirement he had gone beyond his strict rights did not 
nullify the notice. It is obvious that to hold otherwise would be 
productive of extreme inconvenience. 








CONVEYANCES BY THE PERSONAL REPRESENTA- 
TIVE TO THE HEIR OR DEVISEE. 


Some doubts have arisen as to the effect of a conveyance made 
pursuant to the Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 3(1), by the per- 
sonal representatives of a deceased person to the heir or devisee 
‘‘ subject to a charge for all moneys (if any) which the personal 
nena are liable to pay.” The doubt is whether a 
subsequent conveyance for value by the heir or devisee is 
effectual to pass the land to a purchaser free from any moneys 
that the personal representative was liable to pay, or, in other 
words, whether the land is liable in the hands of the purchaser 
to the debts of the deceased. 

The consequence of holding the land in the hands of the 
urchaser to be liable to the debts would be most disastrous. 
t would practically render the land unmarketable, as it would 

be necessary fur the purchaser to ascertain that all the debts 
were paid, a matter which in many, perhaps most, cases would 
entail the administration by the court of the estate of the 
deceased. 

It may be argued that after the conveyance to the heir or 
devisee he is in the same position as if the land had been 
expressly charged with debts by the will of the deceased. But, 
as we shall shew hereafter, this view is incorrect. 

Assuming for the sake of ent that this view is correct, 
we have to consider the position of the heir or devisee where 
the will charges the debts of the testator on the land. Many 
dicta, judicial and otherwise, exist stating that in this case the 
purchaser from the heir or devisee obtains a perfectly good title 
without having to inquire whether any debts exist. Lord Cray- 
worTH, ©., says (Colyer v. Finch, 5 ee L.C., p. 922): ‘* Where 
there is a general charge of debts, and no legal estate is given, the 
executors may sometimes, perhaps always, possess impliedly a 
power to convey the legal estate in order to raise the money to 
satisfy the charge, but that doctrine certainly does not apply to 
the case where the estate is devised to others or to another, 
charged with certain payments of debts or legacies ; there that 
money is to be raised through the instrumentality of a sale by 
the devisee, and that devisee is the person, and the only person, 
that can make a legal title.” On p. 923 he says: “I very 
much incline to think that where a party, the devisee of real 
estate charged with the payment of debts, sells, the pur- 
chaser has no need to inquire at all whether the money is 
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applied in payment of debts, or ever whether it is a sale for the 
purpose of enabling debts to be made paid. If there 
is a charge on the devisee in fee, if he takes legacies, and 
if he sells, the great convenience of mankind requires that it 
should be just as if an executor sells when property comes 
to him, unless it can be shewn that the purchaser knew that the 
purchase-money was not going to be so employed, and he was 
ancillary to something like a fraud, because he may presume 
that the sale has taken place in the ordinary administration of 
the duties which were imposed upon the executor by the will.” 

In the third edition of Dart’s Vendors and Purchasers, at p. 
476, will be found an opinion of Mr. Hayes, which had received 
the approval of Mr. Curistrz: “‘ Down to a late period it was 
undoubtedly the understanding of conveyancers (and this state- 
ment is not made unadvisedly) that if the ownership or dominion, 
by whatever means acquired, was vested in A. subject to a 
general charge of debts and legacies (as distinguished from a 
trust for payment of debts and legacies), at whatever period 
created, a purchaser from A. was within the protection of the 
rule which exonerates purchasers from seeing to the application 
of the purchase-money ; . . and it is much to be regretted 
that modern decisions should have involved the law in consider- 
able uncertainty. That uncertainty may be traced to the 
of case Shaw v. Borrer, for before that decision there was perhaps 
hardly any point in respect of which the practice of conveyancers 
was better settled.” Mr. Dart in his comment on this opinion 
says: ‘‘ Where the attendant circumstances either absolutely 
preclude, or even strongly negative the supposition that the 
money will be applied in the discharge of incumbrances, the 
purchaser’s position can hardly be considered as a safe one.” 

It is sometimes considered that the remarks of Lord Carrys, C., 
in Corser v. Cartwright (L. R.7 H. L. 731) amount to a disapproval 
of the dicta of Lord CranwortH in Colyer v. Finch, but this is 
not the case, as he carefully guards himself from expressing any 
opinion as to the effect of the sale by a devisee of land subject 
to a charge of debts who is not executor (see p. 737). 

It follows from the dicta that where a devisee of land charged 
with debts (who is not an executor) sells, the position of the pur- 
chaser could not under the old law be considered safe, unless 
evidence was produced that the sale was made for the purpose 
of paying the debts. Hence if the position of the heir or 
devisee after a conveyance has been made to him by the 
personal representatives “subject to a charge for all moneys, if 
any, that the personal representatives are liable to pay” is the 
same as that of a devisee under the old law subject to a 
charge of debts created by the will, a purchaser from him would 
not be safe unless the evidence above referred to was produced. 

But the Act provides that ‘on such conveyance, subject to a 
charge for all moneys, if any, which the personal representatives 
are liable to pay, all liabilities of the personal representatives in 
respect of the land shall cease except” (the exception is not 
material for our present purpose). 

What were the liabilities of the personal representative in 
respect of the land before he made the conveyance? They will 
be found stated in section 2, sub-section 2, which provides that 
‘the liabilities of personal representatives in respect of real 
estate shall apply to real estate so far as the same are applicable 
as if that real estate were a chattel real vesting in them.”’ The 
liabilities of the personal representatives in respect of chattels 
real are to apply them in due course of administration. The Act 
casts the same liability on them in respect of real estate, but it 
expressly states that after they have made a conveyance in the 
form mentioned in section 3 such liabilities are to cease. In 
other words, they are no longer liable at the action of a creditor 
to apply the real estate in due course of administration. It 
appears therefore that the heir or devisee to whom it has been 
conveyed is the only person who can be liable to a creditor, and 
that the concurrence of the personal representatives in a sale by 
him will be useless, as they have neither an estate in or a 
liability in respect of the land. It seems to follow that the 
receipt of the heir or devisee to whom the land has been con- 
veyed for the purchase-money will be a good discharge to a 
purchaser, as if this were not the case it would be necessary to 
administer the estate by the court, which is the only method of 
rendering it certain that there are no outstanding liabilities 
affecting the land. 





The practical conclusion at which we arrive is that no incon- 
venience will be occasioned to the heir or devisee by the personal 
representatives conveying to him in the form mentioned in the 
Act, and that on the other hand no prudent personal represen- 
tative will convey in any other form, owing to the risk of there 
being some outstanding debts of the testator. 





THE AUTHORIZING OF IMPROVEMENTS UNDER 
THE SETTLED LAND ACTS. 


Tue decision of Byryz, J., in Re The Duke of Norfolk's Parlia- 
mentary Estates (reported elsewhere) will be extremely useful in 
facilitating improvements by a tenant for life at the cost of the 
settled estate. The provisions of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 
which authorize the application of the capital moneys in 
improvements can be very shortly summarized. By section 21 
capital moneys arising under the Act may, when received, be 
applied (inter alia) in payment for any improvement authorized 
by the Act. The list of authorized improvements is given in 
section 25. Section 22 contains the general provision that 
capital money must before its investment or application be 
paid either to the trustees of the settlement or into court, 
the option lying with the tenant for life, and it is then 
invested or applied by the trustees or under the direction 
of the court, as the case may be; but if the trustees deal 
with the money, they must do so in accordance with the 
direction of the tenant for life. Section 26 contains particular 
provisions which specify the conditions upon which capital 
moneys can be applied in improvements. Before this can be 
done the tenant for life must submit for approval to the trustees 
of the settlement or to the court, as the case may require, a 
scheme for the execution of the improvements, shewing the 
proposed expenditure. If the capital money to be expended is 
in the hands of trustees, the trustees, after they have approved 
the scheme, may apply it in payment for the work done in the 
improvements on (1) a certificate of the Board of Agriculture 
certifying the proper execution of the work and the amount 
payable; or (2) a like certificate of an engineer or surveyor; or 
(3) an order of the court. If the money is in court, the court, 
after approving the scheme, may, if it thinks fit, direct the 
application of the money in payment for the work, on the certifi- 
cate of the Board of Agriculture, or of an engineer or surveyor, 
or on such other evidence as the court thinks sufficient. 

Upon these provisions of the Settled Land Act, 1882, it was 
held in Re Hotchkin’s Settled Estates (85 W. R. 463; 35 
Ch. D. 41) that, for capital moneys to be applied in improvements, 
it was essential that the proposed scheme should be submitted 
by the tenant for life to the trustees, or to the court, before the 
works were commenced. Consequently where the tenant for 
life had executed the works at his own expense, without first 
obtaining approval for the scheme, he was unable to procure 
the reimbursement of his expenditure. It was, said 
Corroy, L.J., putting the trustees and the court in a wrong 
position to come for the first time after the work was done 
and ask to have it approved and paid for. But this 
difficulty was removed by the Act of 1890, which, by section 15, 
empowers the court, in any case where it appears proper, to 
direct the application of capital money in improvements, notwith- 
standing that before their execution a scheme was not submitted 
for approval. In terms the section only does away with the 
necessity for the approval of a scheme prior to the execution of 
the works, and in Re Tucker's Settled Estates (48 W. R. 581; 
1895, 2 Ch. 468) it was contended in opposition to an application 
by a tenant for life for the reimbursement of moneys paid by 
him in carrying out the improvements, that no authority to this 
effect was conferred by the section. There was nothing 
in the section, it was said, which empowéred the court 
to sanction the repayment of expenses of improvements 
which the tenant for life had chosen to order and to execute, 
and to pay for out of his own pocket. But the Court 
of Appeal considered that this was placing too narrow a 
construction on the Act of 1890, There was jurisdiction to 
direct y ee to the tenant for life under such circum- 
stances, though it was a jurisdiction which ought to be very 
jealously . “Although,” said Linpizy, L.J., “I am 


not prepared to-say that the mere fact of payment prevents the 
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court from allowing the expenditure, yet I do say that when the 
tenant for life has made the payment himself, and comes to the 
court to ask to be reimbursed, the court is bound to be very 
vigilant and careful in looking into the matter.” And again : 
“If the tenant for life does not take the trouble to prepare a 
scheme shewing the proposed expenditure, but goes to 
work on his own account without anything of the sort, 
and then comes to the court asking to be reimbursed, he 
must not be surprised if the court is not very ready to 
assist him in getting the cost of what he has done out of the 
capital of the estate.” To these remarks on the effect of section 
15 of the Act of 1890 it is only necessary to add a reference to 
Re Ormerod’s Settled Estate (40 W. R. 490; 1892, 2 Ch. 318), in 
which it was held by Norrs, J., that the section was retro- 
spective to the extent of allowing payment of the costs of 
improvements executed since the commencement of the Act of 
1882, though he refrained from deciding as to improvements 
before that date. 

The result of the statutes and of the above decisions is, that 
in ordinary cases it is the duty of the tenant for life, before 
executing any improvements of the kind authorized by the Act 
of 1882, to submit a scheme for the approval of the trustees or 
of the court ; and if the approval is obtained, he can then have 
the available capital moneys applied in payment for the im- 
provements upon producing a proper certificate of their due execu- 
tion. If, however, he takes the improvements in hand without 
first sibmitting a scheme, he is not debarred from resorting to 
the capital moneys, and though he will have greater difficulty in 
making out a case for assistance, yet the court has jurisdiction 
either to direct the capital moneys to be applied in payment for 
the works, or, if the tenant for life has already paid for them, to 
allow the capital moneys to be applied in reimbursing him. 

But the above summary takes no notice of a state of circum- 
stances which frequently arises—namely, where it is desired to 
execute improvements, but there are no capital moneys imme- 
diately available for the purpose either in the hands of the 
trustees or in court. If the tenant for life undertakes the works 
on bis own responsibility and advances the money to pay for 
them, then, as we have seen, he puts himself at a dicadvantage 
when he comes to the court afterwards and asks for 
reimbursement. The court says he has adopted a wrong course 
of procedure, and since he has omitted to obtain the preliminary 
approval for hisscheme, he must make out an unexceptionable 
case for assistance. The natural way for him to avoid being 
exposed to this risk is to prepare a scheme and obtain the 
necessary approval in advance, waiting for assistance from the 
estate until there are capital moneys available. Considerable 
doubt, however, has been thrown on the feasibility of this 
course by Re Millard’s Settled Estates (1893, 1 Ch. 117), where 
it was held by the Court of Appeal that under such circumstances 
the court could not make a prospective order for payment 
out of capital moneys when available In that case it 
was proposed to sell an estate in building lots, and the 
trustees had approved of a scheme for laying out the 
roads and sewers at an estimated cost of £2,100. It was 
intended that this amount should be provided by the tenants for 
life and recouped to them out of the purchase-money of the 
estate, and application was made to the court for an order 
authorizing the trustees to apply for this purpose £2,100 out of 
capital moneys to come to their hands. It was held, however, 
that under the Settled Land Act, 1882, the court was only 
empowered to direct the application of capital moneys for 
improvements upon proper evidence that the works had been 
duly executed, and hence a prospective order of the nature asked 
for was impossible. ‘I cannot find,” said Livvxey, L.J., “in 
the Act anything which authorizes the court to make prospective 

gislature 
ever contemplated thecourt = so. There arenonegative words 
to say the court cannot, and I am reluctant to place fetters 
upon the powers of the court ; but when I address my mind to the 
scheme of the Act, it seems that we should be departing from it 
rather than conforming to it if we did what is asked.” And 


Lorzs, L.J., said : “It seems to me that under section 26, sub- 
section 2 (i.), (ii.), (iii.), itis almost a condition precedent that the 
work should have been properly executed, and that it should 

appear what amount is properly payable, How can you tell | 


whether the work is properly executed or what amount is 
properly payable, if the order is made in anticipation ?” 

It will be observed that the reasoning in Re Millard’s Settled 
Estates does not apply where the money has been already 
expended by the tenant for life, and he comes to the court 
asking for an order for reimbursement out of future capital 
moneys. Even although there has been no scheme previously 
approved, yet the court can sanction the improvements 
and can he furnished with evidence of their due 
execution, and it is not clear why under such circumstances an 
order for reimbursement to the tenant for life out of future 
capital moneys should not be made. In Re Marquis of Bristol's 
Settled Estates (1893, 3 Ch. 161), however, Kexewicn, J., 
declined to adopt this course, holding that the court could not 
charge capital moneys in advance, but must keep itself free to 
direct their application in such manner as might appear best at 
the time when they were available. ‘‘I ought,” he said, “‘ when 
the proper time comes, to be able to consider, with the assistance 
of the trustees, whether the capital money would not be better 
applied to some other purpose, or whether the capital money 
proposed to be applied in this way bears a fair proportion, as 
regards such application, to other matters which require atten- 
tion, and other details of that kind which occur to anyone who 
has had to consider such schemes.” 

In both these cases there was an application for an order of 
the court directing payment out of future capital moneys. In 
the first the scheme had been approved, but the works not 
executed ; in the second, no scheme had been approved, but the 
works had been executed ; and in each the court declined to grant 
its assistance to the tenant for life in anticipation of the capital 
moneys being available. Assuming Re Marquis of Bristol's Settled 
Estates to be correct, it is clear, therefore, that the tenant for life 
who desires to make sure of reimbursement out of future capital 
moneys can expect nothing from the court. There is no necessity, 
however, for an application to the court if the trustees can 
effectually approve a scheme before they have in hand tte 
money to execute it; and if, subsequently, when the money is 
available, they can apply it in reimbursing the tenant for 
life payments which he has properly made in pursuance of the 
scheme. The feasibility of this course came before Branz, J., 
in Re Duke of Norfolk's Parliamentary Estate (supra), and he 
decided in favour of it. Section 26 (2) of the Act of 1882 
speaks, indeed, of the capital money to be expended being “in 
the hands of trustees,” but the learned judge declined to narrow 
the construction of the section by requiring that the capital 
money must be in the hands of the trustees before a scheme of 
improvements was approved by them. The scheme of the Act, 
he said, was to give wide powers to the tenant for life, and to 
give power of consent to trustees upon the footing that they 
would act fairly in the exercise of their respective powers, and 
that neither trustees nor the court would sanction schemes which 
were improvident, or which would unduly fetter any discretion 
which ought to be exercised at a later date; and there was always 
this safeguard, that tenants for life and trustees joining in 
improvident schemes, or not acting with a due regard to the 
interest of the remaindermen, were running the risk of the 

ible establishment of a personal liability against themselves. 
The Act, the learned judge observed, was framed for honest folk, 
and what were considered sufficient safeguards and protection 
were provided for the parties interested. _ : 

It required some boldness to arrive at this result in the face 
of Re Millard’s Settled Estates, but Bynyz, J., considered the 
remarks of the Court of Appeal in that case to refer only to 
the safeguards provided by the Act before payment was actually 
made, and not to the case of approval of a scheme, and as he 
pointed out, there are many cases in which it is eminently 
desirable that the improvements should be undertaken before 

Under such circumstances 


the necessary money is available. i 
the tenant for life will be able in future to submit a scheme to 
‘the trustees, and if after peg: | their approval he does the 
work at his own expense, they will be justified in repaying him 

upon the proper certificates 80 soon as capital moneys come to 


| their hands. 











Lord Robertson has been elected an honorary bencher of the Middle 
: Temple. 
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REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


Tae ANNUAL CounTy CourRT PRAcTICE, 1900. FOUNDED oN 
PoLLock AND NIcot’s AND HEyYwoop’s PRACTICES OF THE 
County Courts. Two Votumes. Edited by WittiaAmM CEcIL 
Smyzty, Q.C., Judge of County Courts; assisted by WitLIAM 
James Brooxs, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A detailed notice of the contents of this work, which has been for 
so many years before the public and in the hands of the profession, 
is quite unnecessary. It will, therefore, be sufficient briefly to 
indicate in what material respects the present edition differs from 
the preceding one, Most of the alterations that have been made 
in the work occur in Vol, I. Thus at pp. 108-110, the subject of 
appointment of guardians ad litem to defendants who are infants 
or persons of unsound mind is dealt with, while the new rules 
of 1899 relating thereto are printed in Appendix H. at p. 741. 
Though this new matter is contained in Chapter I. of Part III., the 
heading of that chapter, which professes to give the contents thereof, 
remains, we notice, unaltered. Again, at pp. 135-136 some observa- 
tions will now be found as to service on companies, rendered necessary 
by provisions on this subject contained in the County Court Rules, 
1899, which are given verbatim in Appendix H. Other alterations 
occur, at p. 189, where the subject by and against whom an order 
for discovery may be made is discussed with special reference to ord. 
16 of the existing rules; at p. 222, where the provisions contained 
in the County Court Rules, 1899, as to the neglect or default of 
receivers, are considered ; at p. 234, where the effect of rule 69 of the 
County Court Rules, 1899, is stated; at p. 242, where special reference 
is made to rule 25 of the last-named rules; at p. 351, where the new 
practice as to taking an inventory and selling goods removed under 
an execution is indicated; at p. 456, where the provisions of the 
County Court Rules, 1899, as to interpleader proceedings are set 
forth; and at p. 542, where, at the end of Chapter II. of Part. IX., 
will be found a digest of those decisions, involving questions of 
principle, that have been given on the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897, and rules. Appendix L. to Vol. I, now comprises the County 
Courts (Committals to Prison) Order, 1899, 

In Vol. II., which, it is hardly necessary to mention, concerns 
the jurisdiction and practice of the county courts under special 
statutes, very few alterations or additions occur. Suffice it, therefore, 
to state that, at p. 14, the effect of the Small Dwellings Acquisition 
Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vict. c. 44), is indicated, and the nature of the 
jurisdiction of the county courts thereunder explained; while, at 
p. 37, the right to sue in the county court under the Charitable 
Trusts (Recovery) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 17), is considered. 
Throughout the entire work considerable skill and care are exhibited. 
It is therefore rather surprising to find no reference made in either 
volume to the following recent cases affecting the county courte— 
namely, Sweetland v. Turkish Cigarette Co. (47 W. RB. 511), London, 
Chatham, and Dover Railway Co. v. Cable (80 L. T. 119, 47 W. R. Dig., 

. 46), and The Burma (No. 2) (80 L. T. 839); while, on the other 
all such cases as Norton v. Davison (1899, 1 Q. B. 401) and Jones v. 
Biernstein (47 W. R. 239; 1899, 1 Q. B. 470), which, though valuable 
in themselves, only remotely concern the county courts, are duly 
cited. The indices to the two volumes do not present many new 
features, though the index to Vol. II. has been somewhat enlarged. 








THE YEARLY County Court Practice, 1900. FounpDED on “ ARCH- 
BOLD’s County Court Practice” anp “ Pirr-Lewis’ County 
CovkT Pracricz.” By G. Pirr-Lewis, Q.C., C. ARNOLD WHITE, 
B.A., and ARCHIBALD Reap; B.A., Barristers-at-Law. THE 
CHAPTER ON CosTS AND THE PRECEDENTS oF Costs, by Mr. 
Morten TURNER, Registrar of the Watford County Court. Two 
Voiumes. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


Four years ago, when the present work made its first appearance, 
there were some who doubted whether it would receive sufficient 
support from the profession and public to justify ite annual publica- 
tion. Thanks, however, to its many merits of treatment and arrange- 
ment, the Yearly County Court Practice now holds an assured 
position amongst the various practices annually published. The 
present edition, which is the fourth that has appeared, has been care- 
fully revised th hout by Mr. Pitt-Lewis oa te. Archibald Read, 
who are now the editors immediately responsible for its contents. In 
many respects the work in ite present form is a distinct improvement 
- the previous editions that have been issued. Thus, several of 

notes appended to the Acts and rules printed in these volumes 
have been entirely re-written in the light # practical experience and 
the latest decisions. For example, the note to section 65 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), now embodies recent decisions 
restoring the rule originally laid down in Keeble v. Bennett (42 W. R. 





539; 1894, 2 Q. B. 329). So, again, at p. 112 of Vol. I., the power 
of the High Court to order the taxation of county court costs is now 
fully discussed in the note to section 118 of the County Courts Act, 
1888 ; while the note to section 121 of the same statute, which deals 
with procedure on appeal from the county court to the High Court, 
has been re-written, so as to codify the various decisions that have 
been pronounced on the somewhat thorny subject that has provoked 
such a conflict of judicial opinion. 

In Book II., which concerns the Admiralty jurisdiction of the 
county courts, many new features are apparent. Indeed, the whole 
of this part of the work seems to have been re-written from a 
legal and nautical point of view, and much practical information is 
now included therein which will not be found in any other book of 
practice. Proceedings under the Merchant Shipping Acts, 1894 and 
1897, are, we notice, still relegated to Vol. II., though, we think, it 
would be more convenient to treat of them in Vol. I., in connection 
with the admiralty jurisdiction of the county courts. However, this 
is not a serious defect and cannot be said to diminish the value of the 


work, 

Vol. II., which, it will be remembered, deals with county court juris- 
diction and practice under special statutes, now comprises the new con- 
solidating order of May, 1899, as to courts which exercise bankruptcy 
and winding-up jurisdiction, andthe new draftrules for enforcing orders 
for arrest and commitment made in winding up under the Companies 
Acts, &c., which are now in force. In other respects the contents of 
Vol. IL. remain, to all intents and purposes, as they were before. 
Both volumes have been brought up to date. In neither of them, 
however, do we find any reference to 7’he Burma (No. 2) (80 L. T. 829), 
or to the Small Dwellings Acquisition Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vigt, c. 44), 
which, by section 5, sub-section 5, confers jurisdiction on the county 
courts. Moreover, at p. 159 of Vol. I., in dealing with prisons to 
which committals may be made from the county court, there is no 
mention of the new order on the subject—namely, the County Courts 
(Committals to Prison) Order, 1899. The indices to Vols. I and II. 
have been somewhat enlarged, and afford ready access to the contents 
of the work. 





SmiTH’s County Court Diary, 1900: CONTAINING ABSTRACT OF 
Acts CoMPILED TO THE END OF THE SIXTH SESSION OF PARLIA- 
MENT, TO OCTOBER, 1899, AUTHORIZING PROCEEDINGS IN CoUNTY 
CouRTS, THE TABLES OF FEES TO BE TAKEN IN County Courts, 
THE REMUNERATION OF OFFICERS, AND A SUMMARY OF THE 
STATUTES PASSED IN THE 62ND AND 63RD VICTORIA. FIFTY- 
THIRD YEAR OF PUBLICATION. John Smith & Co.; Hazell, 
Watson, & Viney (Limited). 


A compilation of this kind, which has reached the fifty-third year 
of its publication, evidently meets a public want, and more or less 
disarms criticism. It is specially adapted for the use of county court 
officers and practitioners, and comprises valuable information on 
many matters which, for obvious reasons, are excluded from the 
Annual Practices, with which it in no way competes. The present 
issue of the Diary is fully up to date, and needs no commendation 
from us to insure its continued success. 











BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Ruling Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by RoBERT 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law; assisted by other Members of 


the Bar. With American Notes by Leonarp A, Jonzs, A.B., LL.B. 
Harv.). Vol. XIX.: Negligence—Partnership. Stevens & Sons 
Limited). 


The Justices’ Note-Book. Containing a Short Account of the 
Jurisdiction and Duties of Justices, and an Epitome of Criminal Law. 
By the late W. Knox Wicram, J.P. Seventh Edition. By HENRY 

ARBURTON and LEONARD W. KERsHAW, B.A. (Oxon.), Barristers-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


A Digest of the Law of Easements. By L. C. INNEs, sometime 
one of the Judges of Her Majesty’s High Court of Judicature, Madras. 
Sixth Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Lunacy Practice. By N. Artruur HeEywoop and Arwnotp 8. 
Massey, M.A., Solicitors. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Nature of Expert Testimony, and Some Defects in the Methods 
by which it is Adduced in Evidence. By WituiAM A.’ PURRINGTON, 
of the New York Bar. New York: The Publishers’ Printing Co. 








Mr. Justice Bucknill has fixed the following’ commission days for the 
winter aseizes on the South Wales Circuit: Haverfordwest, Tuesday, 
February 20; Lampeter, Thursday, February 22; Oarmarthen, Monday, 
February 26; Brecon, Friday, March 2; Presteign, Thursday, March 8 ; 
Chester, Saturday, March 10; Cardiff, Saturday, 
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CASES ‘OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
“THE ORNEN.” No. 1. 23rd Jan. 


Sxrp—Co.iiston—Crossinc Steam Vessers—Dvuty or VessEL TO KEEP 
Her Covrse aNd Sprep—Recuiations oF 1897 For PREVENTING 
Cotuistons at Sea, Articies 19, 21. 


Appeal by the defendants from the judgment of Sir Francis Jeune hold- 
ing both vessels to blame for a collision. The plaintiffs were the owners 
of cargo lately loaded on board the steamship Carola, and the defendants 
were the owners of the steamship Ornen. The two vessels were meeting 
at sea on opposite courses, and Zhe Carola so manceuvred that it was 
assumed for the purposes of the decision that the vessels were crossing 
vessels. Zhe Cavola had The Ornen on her starboard bow, and therefore by 
article 19 of the Regulations of 1897 for Preventing Collisions at Sea, The 
Carola had to keep out of the way of The Ornen. The steamships were each 
making nine knots, and when about half-a-mile off The Ornen blew one 
short blast, indicating that she was porting her helm, and she ported 
accordingly, and stopped and reversed her engines. The Carola answered 
by a short blast, but instead of porting she starboarded, and immediatel 
afterwards the collision occurred. The learned President found bo 
vessels to blame, and the only question, so far as material to this report, 
was whether Zhe Ornen kept her course and speed too long. By article 19, 
“Where two steam vessels are crossing, so as to involve risk of collision, 
the vessel which has the other on her own starboard side shall keep out of the 
way of the other.” By article 21, ‘‘ Where by any of these rules one of 
two vessels is to keep out of the way, the other shall keep her course and 
speed. Note.—When in consequence of thick weather or other causes 
such vessel finds herself so close that collision cannot be avoided by the 
action of the giving-way vessel alone, she also shall take such action as 
will best aid to avert collision.” 
ae Court (A. L. Smrru, Ricpy, and Corus, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


ap 

A. L. Surru, L.J., said that Barnes, J., had placed a construction upon 
these rules in Zhe Ranza (Shipping Gazette, Dec. 13, 1898)—namely, that 
the vessel which was to keep her course and speed was to do so until the 
cther vessel could not of herself avoid the collision without the assistance 
of the vessel that was to keep her course and speed. He (the Lord Justice) 
agreed with that view. The period of time between Zhe Ornen’s whistle 
and the collision was at the very most one minute, and they were advised 
by their assessors that the moment of time at which The Carola was first 
unable of herself to avoid the collision was more than a minute before the 
collision took place. Therefore Zhe Ornen kept her course and speed too 
long, and she must be held to blame as well as The Carola. 

Riesy and Corus, L.JJ., .—CovnseL, Aspinall, Q.C., and C. 
Stubbs ; Carver, Q.C., and Maurice Hill. Soxicrrors, Stokes § Stokes ; Thomas 
Cooper §& Co., for Hill, Dickinson, § Co., Liverpool. 


{Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
STEWART +, RHODES. Stirling, J. 11th and 17th Jan. 


Practice—Cuarcinc Orper Nist unper R.8.C. XLII. 23—Dearn or 
Jvupcment Dgestor—Lianruity or Estate. 


Adjourned summons. This was an application arising oo a summons 


to cross-examine in an action transf from the Queen’s ch Division, 
adjourned by the judge into court on the prel point raised by the 
defendant that a charging order nisi could not be absolute under the 


following circumstances. The plaintiffs, assignees of the uncalled capital 
of and trustees for the debenture-holders of a company, by their writ in 
the action claimed a sum of over £900 due in respect of 500 shares standing 
in the name of the defendant Rhodes. On the 30th of January, 1899, the 
defendant having appeared, an order was obtained giving leave to 
sign judgment under order 14, and costs were allowed. On the 
27th of March Rhodes died, and on the 9th of June his will 
was proved by his executor, one Wilford, who thus became his legal 
personal representative. On the 16th of June a secured creditor began an 
action for administration ; on the same day an order was made in Lunacy 
(Rhodes having been a person of unsound mind not so found by inquisi- 
tion) to the effect that enough of a fund in court of £743 New Consols 
standing to the credit of the defendant should be realized to pay the costs 
when taxed, the residue to be transferred to Wilford. On the 17th of 
June the order nisi was made in chambers, ordering that the plaintiffs be 
at liberty to issue execution against Wilford, the executor of the judgment 
debtor, under ord. 42, r. 23, and that, unless sufficient cause were shewn 
to the contrary on the 28th of June, the defendant’s interest in the fund 
sbould, and in the meantime did, stand charged with the payment of the 
sum due on the Hy. owes On the 22nd of June an administration order 
was made in the Chancery Division. On the 26th of June the present 
action was transferred to Stirling, J. The plaintiffs now contended that 
the executor ought to be treated as the judgment debtor for the pu 
of crd. 42, r, 23: Haly v. Barry '¢ W. R654, 3 Ch. App. 452) and 
Brereton v. Edwards (37 W. R. 47, 21 Q. B. D, 226, 488). @ executor 
and the liquidator of the com both submitted that the order nisi could 
not be made absolute, the defendant being dead, an order in Lunacy 
having dealt with the very fund and administration having been decreed : 

VY. Wrench (17 W, RB. 591, 4 Exch. 154), Gill v, Continental Union Gas 





Co. (21 W. BR. 111, 7 Exch. 332), Finny v. Hinde (27 W. R. 413, 4 Q. B. D. 
102), Re Leavesley (39 W. R. 276; 1891, 2 Ch. 1), Re Kay (W. N. 1892, p. 
142), and Wallace v. McCann (1842, 4 Ir. Eq. 522). Cur. adv. vult. 

Bape , -, after the a, said that > — was as to the 
validity of the charging order nisi e against the estate of the judgment 
debtor after his death. The two cases more particularly me to his 
notice were Haly v. Barry and Finny v. Hinde. His lordship having read 
the head-note and the facts in Haly v. Barry, said that one must look 
back to the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vict. c. 76), 
ss. 129, 130, to see the effect of the rong eye there made. The direction 
there was that the plaintiff was to have execution against the | 
personal representative as such. The question of the validity of the 
order nisi did not seem to have been argued, but there were observations of 
the Lords Justices to the effect that it was valid, and they held that the 
order was good. The facts in Finny v. Hinde shewed that when the order 
nisi was obtained the judgment debtor was dead. [His lordship, having read 
the head-note, referred to the judgments of Cockburn, L.C.J., and Pollock, 
B. That case shewed that the charging order could not be made where a 
proceeding had not been taken equivalent to the application to enter a 
suggestion on the record as provided by the Act of 1852. His lordship 
continued:] Iam bound by both these cases and must reconcile them if 
Ican. The only view as it seems to me in which they can be reconciled is 
this, the effect of them is that there is no power after the death of the 
original judgment debtor to make a charging order on his interest, but 
there is power to make a charging order on the interest of the executor 
after an order giving liberty to issue execution against the executor has been 
made. I take it that in the latter case the executor becomes the judgment 
debtor within the meaning of 1 & 2 Vict. c.110,s8.14. In the present 
case, his lordship said, it seemed plain upon the construction of the order 
of the 17:h of June that by the defendant was meant John Rhodes. 
Under the circumstances was that a valid order? Upon the authority of 
Finney v. Hinde it was not. There was no authority to charge the interest 
of a defendant after his death and here what was his interest at the time of his 
death had ceased to be such by the order of the —- day. His lordship 
could not see his way to construing the order liberally, as in the case of 
wills; he referred to the decision of Jeesel, M.R , and the Court of Appeal 
in the case of Freke v. Carbery, unreported on the point. He oni not 
hold on this order that by “‘ the interest of thedefendant’’ was meant the 
interest which had become vested in the executor. Nor could his lordship 
see his way to correct it as a slip under ord. 28, r. 11, for the case seemed 
to fall within the exception mentioned by Lord Watson in Hatton v. Harris 
(1892, A. C 547, at p. 560), as the admini-tration judgment of the 22nd of 
June had given the general creditors the right to have the property of the 
deceased applied in payment of their debts pari passu. His lordsbi 
thought, therefore, that the order was bad.—Covnsgt, Jenkins, Q.C., ani 
Whinney ; Harman ; Upjohn, Q.C., and E. 8. Ford. Soxicrrors, Markby, 
Stewart, § Co. ; May, Sykes, § Co. ; Johnson, Weatherall, § Sturt, for Wade, 
Bilbrough, Booth, §& Co., Bradford. 

[Reported by W. H. Drapzr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


PANNELL ». CITY OF LONDON BREWERY CO. Buckley, J. 22nd Jan. 


Lanptorp aNp Trenant—LeaseE—ForrgirurrE—Breacu or Covenant— 
Noritce ro Rewepy Severat Breaches—Vaurprry Were BReacues 
NOT ALL Proven—Converancine Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 14 (1). 


This was an action by the freeholder of the ‘‘ Denmark,”’ a public-house 
at Camberwell, against the assignees of the lease and their tenants, to 
recover possession of the pro on the ground of breaches of covenants 
in the lease. The lease was dated the 10th of October, 1868, and contained 
a proviso for re-entry on breach of covenant. The defendants denied that 
there had been any breach, and, among other defences, contended that the 
notice given by the plaintiff ifying the alleged breaches and requiring 
the defendant company to remedy the same was insuflicient. 

Buck.ey, J., said that the notice was given on the 31st of January, 1899, 
and the writ was issued on the 5th of June, 1899, and, therefore, a 
reasonable time for making the repairs had been given. After describing 
the property and its boundaries, and stating the effect of the lease, his 
lordship said the notice referred to a number of alleged breaches (some of 
which were not now relied on by the plaintiff), including the non-repair 
of fences and the omission to do certain . The plaintiff had, 
however, failed to prove any breach of covenant as to the painting, but, as 
that alleged breach was mentioned in the notice, Mr. Astbury contended 
that the notice, being bad as to that, was bad altogether. The argument 
came to this—that if three different breaches of covenant were mentioned 
in a notice under section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and the lessee 
was required to remedy them, and then it turned out that only two of the 
breaches had taken place, the notice was bad in respect ofallthree matters. If 
that was the law it was very inconvenient, for it would necessitate sending 
a separate notice for each breach of covenant. Then was the matter 
covered by the authority of reported cases? Some of these were decided 
before 1892, when the section was amended by section 2 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1892. Skinners’ Company v. Knight (40 W. R. 57; 1891, 
2 Q. B. 542) decided that the compensation payable under section 14 of 
the Act of 1881 did not include the costs of a solicitor and surveyor con- 
sulted as to preparing the notice, but the law on this head had been altered 
by the Act of 1892. In Lock v Pearce (41 W. R. 369; 1898, 2 Ch. 271) the 
notices were given in 1891, and not only stated the breaches of covenant 
and required payment of compensation, but also required ment of 


the solicitor’s and surveyor’s charges, and at p. 280 the present Master of 
the Rolls said : Te is toue that he asked for 2s. for the surveyor’s fees, 
and there is a case which decides that he could not recover them ; but in 


fact he told them what com tion he wanted. The notices are as good 





as any notice could be.” was a decision of the Court of Appeal that 
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a notice which required the lessee to do something which he was not com- 
pellable to do was not for that reason a bad notice. It was said that the 
contrary had been decided in Horsey Estate (Limited) v. Steiger (47 W. R. 
644; 1899, 2 Q. B. 79), but the observations of the Lord Chief Justice at 
1899, 2 Q. B , p. 92, meant not that the notice was bad, but that the pro- 

ceedings on the notice were bad. The action in that case was commenced 
two days after cerv:ze of the notice, and the time allowed was held to be 
unreasonable. In the present case, in his lordship’s juégment, the notice 
was not bad. The case was distinguishable from fe Serle (46 W. R. 440; 
1898, 1 Ch. 652), which did not appear to decide the point now before the 
court, but to be a decision as to the insufficiency of the particulars of the 
breaches.—Covunsz1, H. Terrell, Q.C., and Gilks ; Astbury, Q.C., and G. F. 
Mortimer ; George Cave; R. Edmondson. Soutcitors, Moon, Gilks, ¢ Moon ; 
Western § Sons ; Hulberts, Hussey, § Metcalfe; R. H. Hargreaves. 


[Reported by J. F. Watry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re GOSLING. GOSLING ». SMITH. Byrne, J. 22nd Jan. 


Crarity—Girr Loren to Persons CoNNECTED wiTH A CexTAIN Frru— 
AMALGAMATION OF Firus—APPLICATION OF FUND. 


This was a summons raising the questions (1) whether a gift 
given by a codicil of the testator’s will was a good charitable [. 
quest; (2) if so, whether a scheme should be made for the fund, 
or whether it should be applied on the cy-prés principle. The facts 
were as follow: By a codicil to his will, testator bequeathed the sum 
of £1,890 6s. 4d. in consols standifg in the names of himself and his 
brother, and invested by himself, to be invested in the names of trustees 
to be fixed upon by the partners in the firm of Goslings & Sharpe at the 
time of testator’s death, to form a fund to be called the superannuation 
fund, and to be employed for the purpose of pensioning off the old and 
worn-out clerks of the firm of Goslings & Sharpe, and testator expressed 
a hope that the firm, in consideration of this bequest, would set apart a 
farther sum, that a beginning might be made for forming a superannua- 
tion fund. In 1896 the fund, asa result of accumulations and donations, 
amounted to £5,567 India Three per Cent. Stock and a sum of cash. In 
the eame year the firm of Goslings & Sharpe was amalgamated with the firm 
of Barclay & Co. (Limited), and the question as to the application of the 
fund arose. 

Byrne, J., held the gift to be a good charitable bequest, and directed a 
scheme to be setjled for the administration of the fund.—CounseL, Walters, 
Howard Wright, Rowden, Q C., and MacSwinney ; Mulligan, Q.C., and Frank 
Russell ; Methold and Hall; Ingle Joyce. So.icrtors, Walters, Deverell, § Co. ; 
Freshfields ; the Solicitor to the Treasury. 

[Reported by J. Anruur Paice, Barrister-at-Law. } 


SCOTT v. MOXON. Kekewich, J. 23rd Jan. 


Practice—Derrence—UNDERTAKING BY DEFENDANT IN ACTION FOR SPECIFIC 
Perrormance Not to Put iw Derence 1x Event or Piarytirr’s UNDER- 
TAKING Not to Move ror Jupcment 1s Deracit or Derence Brrore 
Particutak Day—Derect in Titty Arrerwarvs DiscovereD Ow1ne TO 
Svsszqvent JupicraL Deciston—Appuication To Put w= Derence Nort- 
WITHSTANDING UNDERTAKING TO THE CONTRARY. 


This was a motion on behalf of the defendant to an action for specific 
performance, asking that he might be at liberty to deliver a defence 
* notwithstanding an undertaking given by his solicitors to the plaintiff’s 
solicitors not to deliver any defence in the event of the plaintiff’s unde i 
not to move for judgment in default of defence until after the 25th of 
December, 1899.” By an agreement in writing dated the 9th of March, 
1899, the plaintiff agreed to sell, and the defendant agreed to purchase, 
certain leasehold houses at Lournemouth, and it was agreed between the 
parties that the purchase should be completed on the 25th of March. 
Owing, however, to certain financial difficulties on the part of the 
defendant, the latter was unable to complete by the time mentioned ; and 
in the end a writ was issued against him on behalf of the plaintiff asking 
for specific performance. The defendant, believing at the time that he had 
no substantial answer to the action, failed to put in any defence within 
the time specified by law; and the plaintiff was accordingly at liberty to 
move for judgment in default of delivery of defence. The defendant, 
however, hoping, in the event of a little delay being granted him, still to 
find the necessary money, undertook by his solicitors on the 27th of 
November not to deliver any defence in the event of the plaintiff’s under- 
tsking, on his part, not to move for judgment until after the 25th of 
December. On the 30th of November it was decided in Re Nevill 
and Newell's Contract (48 W. R. 181; 1900, 1 Ch. 90) that it was not 
competent for a tenant for life of settled land under the powers of 
leasing conferred on him by the Settled Land Act, 1882, to make a 
lease of the settled land with a reservation of minerals, and it was 
pointed out to the defendant that the leasehold interest which he had 
contracted to purchase had been granted under special powera precicely 
similar to the statutory powers contained in the Act, and that it was 
further subject to such a reservation. It was assumed, accordingly, that 
under there circumstances the lease in question was invalid. ‘This being 
#0, the defendant now moved in the terms of the notice of motion that he 
might be at liberty to put in a defence. The motion was resisted on the | 
part of the plaintiff on the ground that at the time of the undertaking in | 
question he had been in a position to move for judgment in default of | 
delivery of a defence. In reliance, however, on the defendant's under- | 

he had waived this advantage, and it was not possible, should the | 
now be allowed to put in a defence, to restore him to his former 
position. The court had no jurisdiction to make the order asked for. 

Kexewicu, J.—The lesome question here, undoubtedly, is the 
question of jurisdiction ; and on this point counsel have assisted me with 
no authorities—I suppose because none exists, I confess, however, 1 am 


disposed to assist the defendant, because he has acted in the matter with 
perfect honesty—no suggestion, indeed, to the contrary has been made by 
the other side. This is an action for specffic performance, and since no 
judgment has yet been pronounced, it is, I apprehend, open to me in my 
discretion to refuse specific performance up to the very last moment, 
Under the circumstances I fail to see why I should not extend that doctring 
to the present case, so as to allow the defendant to put in a defence 
founded on this one new point alone. His defence, however, must be 
restricted to that.—CounsEL, Buckmaster ; P. O. Lawrence, Q.C., and Broke 
Freeman. Soutcrrons, M. A. Orgill; Peacock § Goddard, for Risdon D, 
Sharp § Symonds, Bout puth. 
{Reported by J. E. Morzis, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE DUKE OF NORFOLK’S PARLIAMENTARY ESTATES. DUKE 
OF NORFOLK v. LORD HERRIES. Byrne, J. 23rd Jan. 


Serriep Estatre—Scueme For IMPROVEMENT APPROVED BY TRUSTEES Wuo 
HAD No Caprrat Moneys 1n TxHerr Hanps—Improvements Execvrep 
at Expense or Tenant ror Lire - RemeursemMent ny Caprrat Moneys 
—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 21, 22, 26. 


This was an application by the Duke of Norfolk under the Settled Land 
Act, 1882. The facts of the case were as follow: The duke had from 
time to time submitted schemes for the improvement of his parliamentary 
estates to his trustees, and such schemes had been approved by them 
at a time when they had not in their hands capital moneys, or sufficient 
capital moneys, to pay for such improvements. The duke had accordingly 
paid for the improvements himself, and as the trustees now had capital 
moneys in their bands he applied that he might be reimbur.ed the sums 
so paid by him. : 

Byrne, J., stated that this case raised an important question under the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, and one which did not appear to have been the 
subject of a reported decision—namely, whether or not trustees for the 

urposes of the Act might approve a scheme submitted them by the tenant 

or life before they had moneys in their hand available to pay for its 
execution ; and, secondly, whether or not, when a scheme had been so 
approved and executed by the tenant for life in the anticipation of repay- 
ment out of capital moneys, the trustees were entitled with or without the 
approval of the court to reimburse him for such expenditure. The Act 
said that capital moneys arising thereunder should, when received, be 
invested in any one of the modes pointed out by section 21 (iii.). It 
would be to put too narrow a construction upon section 26, sub-section 2 
and 3, to hold the meaning to be that the money must be in the hands of 
the trustees before a scheme was approved, or that the money must be in 
court before the scheme was approved. His lordship held that a scheme 
might be approved by trustees although they had not at the time of such 
approval money in their hands to execute it, and that if, after a echeme had 
been duly approved, the tenant for life bond fide expended money for such 
purpose, early expenditure being for the interest of all parties concerned, 
the Settled Land Act did not prohibit the trustees from recouping him, 
subject to the proper certificate being obtained.—CovnszL, Ingle Joyce and 
John Dizon ; Levett, Q.C., and J. M. Stone. Soxicrrors, Few § Co. 

(Reported by J. Anruue Price, Barrister-at-Law. | 








High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


CHARNOCK (Appellant) ». MERCHANT (Respondent). Div. Court. 
16th Jan. 


InPANTS AND CHILDREN—PREVENTION OF CavELTY—EvipENnce or AccuseED 
Person — Cross-EXAMINATION — PREVENTION OF CRURLTY TO CHILDREN 
Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 41), ss. 1, 12—Cariminat Evipencr Act, 1898 
(61 & 62 Vicr. c. 36), 8. 1, suB-sECTION (F). 


Special case stated by the justices of the peace for the county of 
Hereford sitting at the petty sessions of Wigmore. On the the 27th of 
June, 1899, an information was preferred by the respondent, an inspector 
of the National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children, against 
the appellant, a master of a public elementary school, under section 1 of 
57 & BB Vict. c. 41, charging him with having unlawfully and wilfully 
assaulted a child in his charge under the age of thirteen years. The 
justices found as a fact that the punishment given exceeded the 
limits laid down by law, and was unjustifiable. During the he:r- 
ing of the case the appellant was called as a witness on his own 
behalf by bis counsel, who called attention to the fact that section 12 
of the Act under which the charge was laid gave him the right to 
do so. Upon cross-examination the appellant was asked whether he had 
been previously convicted of a similar offence. His counsel objected to 
the question on the ground that it was inadmissible under section 1, 





sub-section (f), of toe Oriminal Evidence Act, 1898. The justices 
held that as he had been called under the special Act the section 
of the Criminal Evidence Aet did not apply, and they allowed the 
question. The appellant was convicted of the charge. The questions 
for the court now were: (1) Whether under the circumstances 
above tated the question as to the previoug conviction was 
admissible; (2) whether even if euch question was wrongly admitted it 
invalidated the conviction, as the a —, had been found guilty of the 
offence charged on the facts proved before the justices. Section 12 of 57 
& 58 Vict. c. 41 provides that in any pro g against any person for an 
offence under that Act, ‘‘ such person shall be competent but not compell- 
able to give evidence.”” Section 1, sub-section (/), of 61 & 62 Vict. c. 36, 
that “‘a m charged and called as a witness in pursuance of 


this Act sha!l not be asked, and if asked shall not be required to answer, 
any question tending to shew that he has committed or been convicted of 
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or been charged with uny offe.ce other t.an that wh.rewith he is then 
charged, or is of bad character, unless (1) the f that he has committed 
or been convicted of such other offence is admissible evidence to shew that 
he is guilty of the offence wherewith he is then ”” ‘The questions 
for the court were: (1) Whether the question was admissible ; (2) whether 
if wrongly admitted it invalidated the conviction. 

Tur Court (GrantHaM and OuanneLt, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

GranTHAM, J.—The justices ought not to have allowed the question to 
be put. It was quite clear that the Criminal Evidence Act of 1898 applied 
to the case, notwithstanding that the Act for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Children, 1894, had already itself provided that the person charged might 
be called as a witness. The conviction would therefore be quashed. 

CHANNBLL, J., agreed. Appeal allowed.—CovunseL, H. Lynn and T. A. 
Organ; Cecit Walsh, Soxsctrors, Baker § Nairne; Chester, Broome, § 
Grifiths, for Corner § Co., Hereford. 

[Reported by E. G. Stittwet1, Barrister-at-Law.] 


DAVIS v. HARRIS. Div. Court. 18th Jan. 


Lanpiorp AND Tenant —Distress—ExEMPTions—BEDSTEAD—MEANING OF 
“ Beppine ’—51 & 52 Vicr. c. 21—51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43, s. 147. 


Case stated by a Metropolitan police magistrate (Mr. Haden Corser). 
The question raised was whether a bedstead is included in the word 
“bedding,”’ so as to make it exempt from distress. Section 147 of the 
County Courts Acts, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), which incorporates the Law 
of Distress Amendment Act, 1888 (51 & 52 geet de contains — follow- 
ing words, ‘* excepting the wearing apparel an ding of such person or 
his family and the tools and implements of his trade to the value of £5, 
which shall to that extent be protected from such seigure.’’ The complaint 
preferred was that the :espondent did unlawfully take from the appellant 
a bedstead by unlawful distress. The learned magistrate was of opinion 
that a bedstead was not exempted from seizure within the meaning of the 
Act, and he dismissed the complaint. For the appellant it was now con- 
tended that the magirtra‘e was wrong. For the purposes of the Act 
“bedding ”’ includes ‘‘ bed’’ or ‘‘ bedstead ’’ ; it includes everything that 
isin, on, or about a bed. What the Legislature meant to exempt was the 
accommodation for sleeping. There would be no hardship in this con- 
stracti n, for if a man possessed a valuable Louis Seize , it could 
be distrained upon, the exemption only extending to the value of £5. 

Tue Court (CHaNNELL and Buckni11, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Cuannext, J., in giving judgment, said, what they had to decide here 
was, not whether ‘* bedstead ”’ is included in “‘ bedding ’’ in the common 
and ordinary use of those words, but what the Legislature intended the 
word ‘‘ bedding” in the provisions of the Act to mean. No doubt the 
word ‘‘ bedding ’”’ was more frequently employed as not including ‘‘ bed- 
stead,’”’ but that was not what the Act contemplated. What the statute 
meant was that the sleeping accommodation up to the value of £5 should 
be exempt from seizure, no matter what the tenant happened to use for 
that purpose. 

Bucxnitt, J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counset, Foa; Randolph. 
Souicrrors, Vandam § Terry ; Pritchard § Englefield. 


{ Reported by E. G. Srituwett, Barrister-at-Law. | 


DAVIS v. WOODFIELD. Div. Court. 18th Jan. 


oor Ratre—Distress Warrant—Lianitiry To Pay rrom DaT® WHEN 
Rate Mane. 


Appeal on a case stated by the justices of Stroud. A complaint was 
preferred against the appellant for the non-payment of a poor rate. This 
rate was allowed by the justices on the 21st of October, 1898, and was 
expressed to be made to cover the mses which would be incurred 

ore the 25th of March, 1899. e overseers, when they made 
the rate, intended it to cover the six months beginning the 29th 
of September, 1898. The premises in respect of which the 
appellant was rated were occupied by him from a date prior 
to the 29th of September until the lst of December, 1898. The complaint 
preferred was in respect of the proportion of the rate between the 
dates the 29th of September and the Ist of December. The = con- 
tended that he was not liable to pay the proportionate part of the rate in 
respect of the period prior to the date on which the rate was actually made, 
viz., the 29th of September to the 21st of October. The justices, however, 
decided againgst him, and they issued a distress warrant for the amount 
claimed. The appellant now contended that a rate cannot be made to 
take effect from an antecedent date. It is Ppp by the Poor Law Rates 
Assessment and Collection Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 41), s. 14, that the 
overseers shall set forth in the title of the rate the period for which 
it was made, and by section 17 that the rate shall be deemed to be made 
on the day on which it is allowed by the gage It was contended, 
therefore, that the appellant was not liable to pay the rate from the 
29th of September, but only as from the day it was made until the day 
he ceased to occupy the premises—vide, the Amendment Act (45 & 46 
Vict. c. 20), s. 3. The following cases were also cited: Reg v. Tempest 
(14 Times L. R. 199), Bushel v. Luckett (2 OC. B. 111). 

Tur Courr (Cuannevt and Bucknr1, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
_Cuannett, J., in giving judgment, said the appellant’s contention was 
right and that according to the doctrine of tive rates he could 
not be called on to pay the proportion for the period previous to the day 


when the rate was made, 
allowed.-—-Oounsnt, Brooke Little, 


Bucxnm1, J., . Appeal 
Souicrron, Thomas White § Sons, for A. H. G. Heelas, Stroud. ‘The 


NEWPORT UNION ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE (Appellants) v. 
YSTRADYFODWG AND PONTYPRIDD MAIN 8 E BOARD 
(Respondents). Div. Court. 19th Jan. 


Poor Rarz—Lixg or Piers Conveyinc Sewace rrom Severar Districts 
To THE Sea—Pirrs Lamp Part or tHe Way Asove THE SuRFACE or 
THE Grovunp suT CoveRED wiTtH Eartao—Rareasi.ity or Sucu Szewer— 
Orprvary UNDERGROUND Sswer—Exceprion. 


Special case stated by the quarter sessions of Monmouth on an a: by 
the sewerage an aesessment to a poor rate made for the 
parish of Romney in the a ts’ union. The respondents, pursuant 
to the statutory powers given them by the Local Government Acts, 
designed and constructed and still maintain a sewage-carrier for the com- 
bined use of the urban districts of Ystradyfodwg and Pontypridd for 
conveying the sewage of those districts to the sea, about 17} mi 
Nearly 25 miles of the sewage-carrier passed through or over land in the 
parish of Romney, which land (excepting such part as formed part of the 
foreshore of the Bristol Channel) was, previously to the construction of 
the sewage-carrier, and was still, eo rated to the poor rate. Within 
the parish of Romney the iron pipes conveying the sewage were in 
pe! sep carried on concrete arches above the surface of the ground; in 
another part they were laid below the surface and ordinary level of the 
ground ; and in another part they were laid on the ground and covered by 
an artificial embankment. To defray the cost of the works the respondents 
borrowed, in accordance with the provisions of the Public Health Act, 
1875, the sum of £156,000. Agreements previous to the date of the assess- 
ment appealed against had been entered into by the respondents with 
various adjoining district councils whereby the sewage of the said districts 
was received in and carried away by the sewage-carrier of the respondents 
upon payment by the local bodies of sums levied upon the respective 
rateab: ae of wiged bean va = r “T° were assessed to = 
rate ap a t in respect o: t portion of the se -catrier, wi 
the outfalls and appurtenances thereof, which was si in the parish 
of Romney. It was proved before the quarter sessions that, as far as the 
parish of Romney was concerned, the sewage-carrier conveyed the sewage 
from distant towns through the parish, and that there was no connection 
to or with the sewage-carrier from any lands or houses in the parish ; also 
that the embankment varied in height from 18in. to 6ft. above the ground 
through which it passed ; that it was covered throughout bya mound of earth 
which was porte over; that it was not fenced off, and that cattle had full 
access upon and across it at all points. The land over which the carrier 
passed had previously been assessed to the poor rate, and remained so 
assessed, no change having been made in the assessment when the 
embankment was made. The quarter sessions held that such portions of 
the sewage-carrier as had been laid under the surface of the ground or in 
the embankment were not liable to be rated, and they pro rata reduced the 
assessment. 

Tue Court (Cuannett and Bucxni1t, JJ.) allowed the appeal. It was 
clear from the judgment of Lord Herschell in London County Council v. 
West Ham Overseers ( [1893] A. C. 562) that the exception with regard 
to sewers was quite anomalous, and the question was whether this sewage- 
carrier came within the exception, as being an “‘ ordinary underground 
sewer’’ or ‘‘ simple sewer” : see judgments given in Leicester Corporation v. 
Barrow-on-Soar Union (63 L. J. M. C. 176). As the respondents’ structure 
was in some places above, and in other places below, the surface of the 
ground, it could not be held that in one man’s field it was rateable, and in 
another’s not, for it was impossible to dissever a special part and say that 
as to that part of the line of pipes alone it was to be taken as an inde- 
pendent sewer. The order of quarter sessions would be quashed, and the 
rate would therefore stand.—CovnsgL, Bosanguet, Q.C., and Morton Brown ; 
Cripps, Q.0., Boyle, Q.C., and Ram, Q.C. Soxtcrrors, Warriner ¢ Co., for 
Davis, Lloyd, § Wilson, Newport, Mon.; Wrenimore § Son, for Walter 
Morgan, Bruce, § Nicholas, Pontypridd. 

[Reported by Easxtxz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.! 


RICE v. FRISWELL. Div. Court. 19th Jan. 


Satz or Goops—Contrract—Brnz Ipeat Moron Can—Imp.iep Connrriox 
AS TO THE Fitness oF THE Macarye—Evinence—Saz or Goons Act, 
1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 71), s. 14, sun-sections 1, 2. 

A by plaintiff from a judgment entered for the defendant in an action 
tried. Bethe City of London Court. The action was brought by the plaintiff, 
who carried on the business of a cycle manufacturer at Surbiton, to recover 
£7 10s. money spent in replacing a defective tire in a Benz Ideal motor car 
purchased from the defendant, and also to recover consequential 
for loss of hire of the said machine, it having been purchased 

of being let on hire to customers. The egel defect 


i 


27 
4 


the canvas 
chief had been caused from 

proper full. The defence was 

893, which provides that in the case of a contract for the sale 
article — its patent or ne See there is 
of its fitness for any partic purpose. 
decided that the contract was for the purchase and 
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respondent was not represented. 
[Reported by B. G. Srittwet, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


few days on the road. Motors by different 
makers were always in the trade called by the trade name in order 
to dist one class of machines from another. But the name 
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go used merely for convenience of identification did not constitute 
a sale of any .particular machine a sale of that machine “ under 
its trade name ’’ within the meaning of those words as used in section 14 
of the Act of 1893. If a purchaser was shewn a number of cars, and was 
told this one was called a Benz Ideal, and that an International, and so on, 
there was an implied warranty that any one he selected to buy would run 
on the road. If it would not go then he was entitled to recover damages. 
For the defendant, counsel said the plaintiff selected this particular motor. 
He was told it was a Benz Ideal motor. It was not disputed that it was a Benz 
Ideal motor, and therefore, that being the correct trade name of the motor, 
and it being sold under its trade name, the section applied. [CHANNELL, J.— 
On this point we think the decision of the court below is right. How do 
you meet sub-section 2 of section 14, which says that there is an implied 
condition that goods sold shall be of merchantable quality? ] The judge's 
notes are clearly in the defendant’s favour. The evidence was that the 
plaintiff rode in a Benzcar, kept for taking out intending customers, and said 
he liked it very much. On his return he proceeded to the showroom, saw 
a series of cars by different makers, and said, ‘‘I will have that one,’’ 
pointing to the car now in question, and added, ‘‘ I am an engineer myself, 
and I shall not have to trouble you about it.” [Buckn111, J.—The judge’s 
note of the evidence seems to me to decide the question. ] 


Tue Covrt (Cuannext and Buckni1, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, holding 
that the Benz Ideal car was an article sold to the plaintiffs under its 
patent or trade name within the meaning of sub-section 1 of section 14 of 
the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, and, further, that as the purchaser had 
selected this particular machine for himself and had not depended upon 
the knowledge or skill of the vendor, sub-section 2 of the same section of 
the Act didnot apply. Appeal dismissed.—CovunseL, Stephen Lynch and 
Kays ; E. Grimwood Mears. Soxicrtors, J. L. Reuss ; Hickman § Dickson. 


[Reported by Exsxixez Rein, Barrister-at-Law. ] 











LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Jan. 22.—Mr. W. S. Sherrington in the chair.—Mr. R. B. Haldane, Q.C., 
M.P., moved: “That it is the duty of the State to make further and 
immediate provision for Technical Education in this Country.’’ Mr. 
T. F. W. Galbraith opposed, and the debate was continued by Messrs. 
J. B. Matthews, W. Dowson, F. W. Sherwood, F. W. Beck, T. M. 
Guedella, J. H. Stadden, and T. H. M. Corbet. Mr. Haldane replied. 
The motion was carried. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Dezatinc Socrery.—Jan. 23.—Chairman, Mr. W. E. 
Tyldesley Jones.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Gordon 
v. Street (1899, 2 Q. B. 641) was wrongly decided.’”? Mr. H. J. Speechly 
opened in the affirmative. Mr. C. H. Alder opened in the negative. The 
following members also spoke: Messrs. Rupert Blagden, P. M. C. Hart, 
J. R. Anthony, G. H. Daniell, A. W. Watson, E. H. Barchard, J. F. 
Walker, Kerr, Haseldine Jones, Wm. Higgins, Eales. Mr. Speechly 
having replied, the chairman summed up, and the motion being put, was 
lost by four votes. 


Birmixcuam Law Srupents’ Soctery.—The fifty-third annual meeting 
was held in the Law Library on Tuesday evening last. The vice-president, 
Mr. A. H. Coley, presided over a largeassembly. The honorary secretary, 
Mr. H. Eaden, presented the committee’s re » which shewed that the 
society had experienced a busy and successful year. During the year forty 
new members have been elected, and the society now numbers 357 
members. The honorary treasurer, Mr. 8. J. Gateley, presented his report 
and account, which shewed an increase of expenditure over income due to 
extra expenses, which, however, will be counterbalanced by the subscrip- 
tions yet to come in. Mr. Coley afterwards delivered an interesting address 
to the students, and the meeting closed with a vote of thanks to the 
chairman 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Jou» Boxrtox, solicitor, who died at his residence, Southfield, Black- 
burn, on the 5th inet., was born on the 18th of March, 1824, at Colne, 
Lancashire, where for three generations his forbears had succeesively practised 
as attorneys-at-law. Having been articled to his maternal uncle, Mr. 
Henry Hargreaves, of Blackburn, Mr. Bolton was in 1847 admitted asa 
solicitor ; and, firstly in partnership with Mr. Hargreaves, afterwards alone, 
and more recently in partnership with Mr. D. J. Preston, practised in 
Blackburn until 1486. In 1858 Mr. Bolton had been appointed registrar 
of the ve de ae at Blackburn, and in 1890 was appointed district 
registrar of the High Court there, the duties of which offices he discharged 
until shortly before his death. Mr. Bolton, who was a member of the 
Incorporated Law Society and the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, 
married in 1860, Frances Mary, daughter of Mr. James Neville, of Black- 
burn, who predeceased him. 








Sir Gzoncz Henry Lone, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. Long, Durn- 
ford, & Lovegrove, Windsor, died on the 22nd inst. at his residence, Beau. 
mont House, Windsor, after a brief illness, from bronchitis and heart 
failure. Sir George, who was admitted in 1846, was a strong Conservative, 
and he formerly took a warm interest in the Parliamentary contests for 
the representation of Windsor, acting up to a few years ago as agent for 
his party. He held office as town clerk for some years, and was clerk to 
the Windsor magistrates, and also held numerous other local appointments, 
He was Mayor of Windsor in 1897, the Diamond Jubilee year, when he was 
knighted by the Queen. Sir George, who was in {his eighty-second year, 
recently slipped from his chair and broke his thigh, the accident confining 
him to his room until his death. 


APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Freperick Georce Fircu, of the firm of Clapham, Fitch, & Oo., 
solicitors, has been appointed a Justice of the Peace for the County of 
Middlesex. Mr. Fitch was admitted in 1864. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLurions. 


Wituram Postrterawarre and Wituam Crarke KeEnpa.t, solicitors 
(Postlethwaite & Kendall), Ulverston and Barrow-in-Furness, - Lancs. 
Dec. 30. The Barrow-in-Furness business will in future be carried on by 
the said William Postlethwaite, and the Ulverston business by the said 
William Clarke Kendall. [ Gazette, Jan. 19. 


Wittiam Wiixinson Siarer and Perer Woop Sater, solicitors (W. 
Slater & Sons), 87, Mosley-street, Manchester. Nov. 27. The business 
will in future be carried on by the said William Wilkinson Slater under 
the same style or firm. [ Gazette, Jan. 23. 





GENERAL, 


Mr. Robert Younger, Q C., one of the recently-created Queen’s Counsel, 
has decided to take his seat and practice in Mr. Justice Farwell’s court. 


The order for court mourning for the Duke of Teck requires county court 
judges, Queen’s Counsel, and recorders to appear in Paramatta gown, 
mourning bands, and weepers on coat. 


Mr. Justice Wills will not go to the last three assize towns on the 
Midland Circuit at the present winter aseizes as arranged, and it is 
— that a Commissioner of Agsize will be appointed to go in his 
place. 


The judges (Justices Day and Bigham) have fixed the commission days 
for the winter assizes on the North-Eastern Circuit as follows: Newcastle, 
Tuesday, February 20; Durham, Tuesday, February 27; York, Tuesday, 
March 6; Leeds, Monday, March 12. 


Mr. Justice Channell has fixed the following commission days for the 
winter assizes on the North Wales Circuit—viz., Welshpool, February 20; 
Dolgelly, February 22; Carnarvon, February 24; Beaumaris, March 2; 
Ruthin, March 5; Mold, March 8; Chester, March 10; Cardiff, March 17. 


Mr. Dunbar P. Barton, Q.C., M.P., Solicitor-General for Ireland, who 
has been appointed a judge of the Irish High Court in place of the late 
Mr. Justice O’Brien, was born in 1853, was called to the Irish bar in 
1880,and to the English bar in 1893, took silk in 1889, and has been Solicitor- 
General since January, 1898. He has represented Mid Armagh in the 
House of Commons since 1891. Mr. George Wright, Q.C., who succeeds 
Mr. Barton as Solicitor-General, was called to the bar in 1871, and took 
silk in 1884. In 1895 he was defeated by Mr. Lecky for Dublin 
University. 


The commissioners under the London Government Act have intimated 
to the Islington Vestry that the new council for the borough will consist 
of sixty members, the maximum allowed under the Act. The commis- 
sioners recommend alterations in the boundaries of the existing wards 
with some of which, however, the Parliamentary and General Purposes 
Committee do not agree. The Newington Vestry has been similarly 
informed that the number of councillors to be allotted to the new borough, 
of which Newin will form a part, is 60, divided as follows: Newing- 
ton, 30; St. George-the-Martyr, 15; St. Saviour’s, 9; and st 
Church, 6. 


At Dorchester, on Thursday in last week, before Mr. Justice Wright, 
the grand jury made the following presentment with reference to the 
Youthful Offenders Bill: ‘‘ That in their opinion it is very desirable to 
authorize the substitution of aes punishment for imprisonment for 
offences by boys, as proposed in the Youthful Offenders Bill now before 
Parliament, and that they regard with great satisfaction the recognition in 
the Bill of the principle of parental responsibility for the offences of their 
children ; and that especially in offences under the Criminal Law Amend- 
ment Act, and kindred offences, it is deeirable that in the operation of the 
Bill the age of a ‘ young person’ should be extended to under seventeen 
years.”? The learned judge said that the presentment would be forwarded 
to the proper authorities. 


The assizes were held at Appleby, says the 


Times, on Thursday, the 
18th inst. 


There were no prisoners for trial, and only two civil causes. 


The business at Carlisle began on Saturday morving, when there were only 





two prisoners for trial and four civil actions. 


Mr. Justice Grantham, in 
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the course of his remarks to the grand jury at both towns, pointed out for 
their consideration whether it was not most advisable that the counties of 
Westmoreland and Cumberland should be united for assize purposes. In 
the event of such union taking place the learned judge suggested that the 
assizes should always be held at Carlisle, as that town was almost as con- 
yenient as Appleby for Westmoreland people. He also considered that the 
high sheriff ehould be selected from Westmoreland once in every three 

ears. The grand jury thanked his lordship for his suggestions, and 
promised that they should have careful consideration. 


On the 23rd inst., the grand day of Hilary Term at Gray’s-inn, the 
treasurer, Mr. 8S. G. Macaskie, and the masters of the bench of the 
society entertained at dinner the following guests: Sir Francis Jeune, 
Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, Mr. Charles Stuart Wortley, Q.0., M.P., 
Mr. Edward Carson, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Justice Mathew, Mr. Justice 
Channell, Sir W. Brandford Griffith (Chief Justice of the Gold Coast), 
Sir Edward Olarke, Q.C., M.P., Sir Forrest Fulton, Q.C., Mr. 
Warmington, Q.C., Mr. W. R. McConnell, Q.0., Mr. Rufus Isaacs, Q.C., 
Mr. Lionel Cust, Mr. Watson Lyall. The masters of the bench present in 
addition to the treasurer were: Sir Arthur Collins, Q.C., Mr. Bowen 
Rowlands, Q.0., Mr. Beetham, Mr. John Rose, Judge Paterson, Mr. 
Mattinson, Q.0., Mr. Lewis Coward, Mr. ©. A. Russell, Q.C., Mr. 
Montague Lush, Mr. Dicey, O.B., Mr. Terrell, Q.0., and Mr. Barnard, 
with the preacher, the Rev. J. H. Lupton, D.D. 


The treasurer, Mr. Justice Lawrance, and the masters of the bench of 
Lincoln’s-inn entertained at dinner on the 23rd inst., being the grand 
day in Hilary Term, Lord Robertson, Mr. Bryce, M.P., Mr. Justice 
Bucknill, General Sir eo Wood, Lieutenant-General Sir E. Mansfield- 
Clarke, Sir Ford North, Sir John Bridge, the Hon. Walter Courtenay 
Pepys, Mr. Patchett, Q.0., treasurer of the Inner Temple, and the Rev. 
Dr. Fowler, Vice-Chancellor of Oxford. The benchers present upon the 
occasion were Lord Hobhouse, Mr. Westlake, Q.C., Mr. Hemming, Q C., 
Sir Andrew Scoble, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Justice Kekewich, Mr. Horton Smith, 
Q.0., Lord Macnaghten, Sir William W. Karslake, Q C., Mr. Everitt, 
Q.C., Mr. Cecil Russell, Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy, Mr. Elton, Q.C., Mr. 
Justice Kennedy, Mr. Justice Buckley, Mr. Joseph Walton, Q.C., Judge 
Mulholland, Mr. Warrington, Q.C., Mr. Robertson, Q.C., Mr. Methold, 
and the Rev. Hastings Rashdall, preacher. 


A meeting of the executive council of the County Councils Association 
was held at the Guildhall, Broad Sanctuary, Westminster, on the 24th 
inst. Sir John Hibbert presided, and amongst those present were the 
Duke of Northumberland, Mr. Hobhouse, M.P., and Mr. R. M. Littler. 
Upon the motion of Mr. Hobhouse, it was resolved: ‘‘ That it is desirable 
that common action should be taken in the next Session of Parliament by 
county councils and borough councils for the amendment of the Borough 
Funds Act, and that any Act passed to amend the Borough Funds Act 
should contain a clause empowering county councils to promote Bills on 
the same conditions as those on which they are empowered to op 
Bills.’ It was also resolved that the Government should be ur to 
make provision to enable clause 1 of the Inebriates Act, 1898, to be 
carried out, and, upon the motion of Colonel Barnardiston (West Suffolk), 
a resolution in favour of uniformity in regard to the hours during which 
lights on vehicles should be carried was adopted. Mr. J. Martin (Isle of 
Ely) moved, and it was resolved: ‘* That, in the opinion of this council 
it is desirable that county councils and other local and district authorities 
should be enabled to obtain powers and privileges more freely than the 
law at present allows, by provisional order or other means involving less 
cost than the obtaining of a private and local Act of Parliament. 


On Friday, the 19th inst., the appeal of Robinson v. The Justices for the 
Borough of Newbury came on for hearing at the Newbury Borough 
Quarter Sessions before the Recorder, Mr. F. O. Mackarness, and a 
question as to ‘* permitting drunkenness.”” Mr. J. W. McCarthy and Mr. 
Ames appeared for the appellant; and Mr. Clarke Hall and Mr. F. W. 
Sherwood for the justices. The appellant, who was licensee of an inn at 
Newbury, had been convicted by the justices, under section 13 of the 
Licensing Act of 1872, of permitting drunkenness, and in addition to 
inflicting a fine the justices had ordered the licence to be indorsed. The 
facts were that a police-constable had seen two women come out of the 
house in a drunken condition, and it was contended on behalf of the 
appellant that his wife, who had been managing the business on the —— 
in question, hid no knowledge of the condition of the women, an 
that on the authority of Somerset v. Wade (1894, 1 Q. B. 574) the 
licence-holder could not be convicted of permitting drunkenness. The 
recorder, in giving judgment, said that the law on the question was per- 
fectly clear. The prosecution must bring home to the licence-holder such 
knowledge as was required by law of the condition of the drunken person 
before they could obtain a conviction against him for — drunken- 
ness, and knowledge on the part of the agent or servant would be know- 
ledge on the part of the master. It was not necessary to prove that the 
licence-holder actually had his mind directed to the condition of tho 
drunken person, but it was sufficient to shew that he might reasonably 
have ascertained the ccndition of the drunken person, and that the fact of 
bis not doing eo was due to recklessness or carelessness on his part or on 
the part of his servants. In the present case the evidence was that the 
licence-holder was unwell on the evening in question, and that his wife 
was ee busy. In his (the poo Poet opinion, in the rush of 
business the landlady had allowed the two women to be served without 
giving sufficient attention to their condition. In his judgment that 
amounted to carelessness, and was sufficient in law to affect the licence- 
holder with knowledge of the condition of the women. He accordingly 
affirmed the conviction, but in the circumstance he directed the indorse- 
ment on the licence to be cancelled. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or Reaistzars 1 ATTENDANCE OX 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
Feb. La 2 E. Foster & Cranrig.p, at the Mart, at 2: 


8I 3 
One-fifth of Lp A 000 ; lad; oon G0 pevsited 
pswich. 
To One-third of Property at Wells, value £3,000; lady aged vided gentle- 
cn tee a ate bes ae ee Solicitor, ©. B. Lemmitte Esq., 


London. 
To One-sixth of a Trust in Old Kent- 
Scing £5368 per annum; to Indies, aged Se and G0. Boliclion EM. 


-» London. 
To Freehold Pro: in Norfi value £700; the 
eta Le tay Sak Sie aS ee 


London. 
To Freehold Properties at Amliscombe, producing £49 annum ; 
voLaesiistns: Goong Jolly, Haq, London - opel 
For £3,000, £2,000. Solicitors, Messrs. Hollams, Sons, Coward, & Hawksley, 
For £1,100. Solicitors, Messrs, Collyer-Bristow, Russell, Hill, & Co., London. 


‘or £2,500. 
SHARES (Various). Solicitors, Messrs. Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co., London. 
(See di --B, this week, back page.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 
Reversions, Lire Poricizs, aNp SHARES. 


Messrs. H. E. Fostzn & Cranriecp held their usual Fortnightly fale of the above 
Interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday, January 18, when the 
following Lots were sold at the prices named ; the of the sale being £2,662 10s. 

REVERSION : £6 

Toa Share of City and Hoxton Freeholds, of the value of 
£45,000; lives Vland 41... aw am Bold 315 0 
= re OOo in the Hand-in-Hand life 42 1,285 0 
For £2,000, in the Scottish ent; lifed6 ... ss S28 
Fee £1,000, te Ge Coes life 70 aa, lace, weal. aiew ae 465 0 

Harvey Continental Steel Co. (Limited), 30 Shares of £10 
each, fully paid ove woe ove oe a ove a 357 10 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Faipay, Jan. 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep mm CHANCERY. 
doves Sess | Works (1897), amen Oy an order made by iy —' J. Goted Nov 29, ~ 


was that the vol = By of the 

Son, es aed et, Lincoln’s inn, for Cross, petner’s solors 
Berstoy Exorveenine Co, Luurep (1s Liquipatiox) . are required, on or before 

Feb 28, to send thei and the of their debts or claims, 


names 
to W: Neville, Cottage grove, Chilwell, Notts. Warren & Allen, N 
te By an order made by Wright, J., dated Jan 11, it 
IRMINGHAM CARBIDE MITED—By an an 11, it was 
i be continued | Armould & Son, 


ordered that the voluntary wai - of the 
10, New ct, Lincoln’s oe, Se Cross, _—- 
Inpian anv CeyLon Tea Trust Co, Limrrep (1x Votuntary Liqurpatioy)—Creditors are 
their and addresses, wth 1 of 


required, on or before Feb 23, to send names 
their debts or claims, to Cater Warner, House, st, Strand 
Puoro-Prismatic Pusiisaine Loarep —Petn for presented Jan 16, 
heard on Jan 3i. Spencer & Co, 3, King’s y 
solors. Ni appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o in the 


afternoon of Jan 80 
Gnpdausne Gas Co, Lonren—Creditors are eeet on or before March 1, to send 
Sa SS their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Voounnn anp Triumpx Minss DevsLoruent Syxpicats, Liuntrso—Creditors are rie 
$0 ot betes Dianah 8, Co cnn ace cams 90k oE, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Sylvester D. Stirling, 3, Crown ct, Old Broad st 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Youre Mrx’s Fausnpty Baxsrir Sociary, Northumberland Arms Inp, Allotment, Tyne- 
mouth, Northumberland. Jan 6 


London Gasetie.—Turspay, Jan. 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurtep 1x Caaxomar. ‘ 
Braman & Deas, Lonrsp—Petn for up, presented Jan 19, directed to be heard 


31, Woosnam & Smith, 27, Chancery 
must reach the above-named not iater than 6 0° 


| 
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“Brest” Paper Fastever Co, —— are required, on or before March 3, to 
send their names and ad and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Louis 
Marcionni, 20, Theobald’s rd 

CarpirF ayp County Fis, Frurt, amm Povutrry Co, anes me, a 
or before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and the Lyy sg debts or 
¢ , to Joseph Stanfield, 77, St. Mary st, Cardiff. Cousins & Co, Cardiff, solors to 

iquidator 

Cuampion Extenpep AND Home Rute Goup Mines, ioe ae are required, on 


or before Feb 24, to send their names and addresses, and the ce of their debts or 
to Charles Edward Wilkey, 5 and 6, Great Winchester st 
City Guiass Borrite Co, Lumtrep—Petn winding up, presented Jan 19, directed to be 


eard on Jan 31. Holiams & Co, 80, Mincing lane, solors to peters. FT age pang 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 30 
Exswick Cycizs Co, Se for up, Jan 20, directed to be heard 
on Jan 81. J.B. & F., Purchase, 11, Queen Victoria st, solors for petners. Notice < 
Te Sandi Ube ubeertcaial Ga tiller Wax © Cdk Ur tas 


sae Intustratep Stayparp Co, Luarep—Petn for winding py beens pets = js, 
directed to be heard on Jan 31. Hannay & ee a 


a of appearing must reach the above-named oh later than ¢ o'dlock ia | 


Jan 30 
MELvILue’s gta ZeaLAND CorPoRATON, Lunmrep—Creditors are required, on or before | 
2 $0 sand thelr nanees ond obfismase, and the particulars of eir debts or claims, | 
to Peter 20, Great Winchester st. Hepburn & Co, Bird-in-Hand ct, | 
solors to Tqutdatoe 
we oo comet ey cad the guiliedees ¢ f "eons acbts Nw aty yh be 
their names of their debts an 
Clarke Myring, 40, Moorgate ct 
Sranisu Exprorinc aera, seme Rae are soquieel, on Kad before ee, to | 
names dresses, and the of their debts or claims, to Cecil | 
Oscar Webb, 11, Abchurch lane en 


Warm-Sitysnrox Gotp Mixzs, Loutrep—Creditors are monet, on or before March 15, 

to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of Oe ete Se an ‘ae 
William Thomas Morrison, lege urn Bird-in-Hand 

solors to liquidator ” 7” ‘ — 








The half-yearly meeting of the National Provincial Bank of England 


(Limited) was held on Thursday at the head office, 112, Bishopsgate- | 


street. Mr. G. H. Field, who presided, congratulated the proprietors on 
the satisfactory nature of the report. The profits, including £73,271 
brought forward from last account, amounted to £834,209, shewing an 
increase of £60,938 over those of last year. These were appropriated as 
follows : Interim dividend of 10 per cent., paid in July last, £300,000; a 
further dividend of 11 per cent., making aL per cent. for the year, and 
—_— a the 10th prox., £330,000 ; transferred to Reserve Fund, 

£75,000 ; transferred to Bank Premises Account, £50,000; and balance 
carried forward, £79,209. The cash at Bank of England, head office, 
10 ee amounted to £6,349,511, and at call and short notice to 

5) 








WaknineG To rnTenpING Hovse Purcuasers AND LesszEs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, T: ey and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Weat- 

ee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.’”—[Apvr.] 


For Txroar Irritation axnp Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 

—— prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 

suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 

in labelled tins, price 7 _ and 1s. 13d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
pathic Chemists, London. —[Anvr.] 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 19. 

Apams, Henry CapwALLApER, Guildford March 1 Parson & Co, Sherborne la 
Ascuer, Fiona, Notting Hill Feb 17 Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Bate, Cuarxes, Shrewsbury, Pork Butcher Feb 20 Corser & Son, Shrewsbury 

Baxter, Tuomas, Tunstall, Builder Feb 8 Hollinshead, Tunstall 

Bizp, Hannan, Hove,Sussex Feb1 Francillon, Dursley 
Burton, Epwin, Hereford Feb 9 Wallis, Hereford 
| Buuier, Frepegick WiLL1AM, Meerut, India Feb 26 Foyer & Hordern, Essex st, Strand 
| Buregss, Samvet, Cheapside, Trimming Importer March 31 Waterman, Regent st 
| Carpw. ELL, 8anaH, St Helens, Lancaster March 20 Ansdell & Eccles, St Helens 
Cawsey, Ricuarp, Devonport March1 Gill, Devonport 
CuarmAn, Saran, Manchester March6 Farrar & Co, Manchester 





Lincoln’s inn fields 
| Cuegseman, Wit.14m, Hoo, Kent, Carter March 5 Smyth, Strood, Kent 


CLEAVE, Puase, East Stonehouse, Devon Feb 28 Rodd, East Stonehouse 
| Croosz, Jang, Chelsea Aprilll James, Strand 


| Curson, Rosert Lorutay Wit11AM, Henrietta mansions, Cavendishsq Marchi Trower 
& Co,jNew sq, Lincoln’s inn 


| Davies, Marrua, Kerry, Montgomery Feb16 Watkins, Newtown 
| Donatpson, Davin, Balham March1 West & Co, Cannon st 
| Duwnyina, Jessiz, Kennington Feb19 Rundle & Hobrow, Portland House, Basinghall st 


| Grant, Col Francis Ricuarp CuaRLes, West Kensington Feb 20 Broughton & Cv, 
Gt Marlborough st 
GrirriTus, THomas, Swansea Feb12 Thomas & Lewis, Narberth 


Heawoop, Cuan.es, Torquay, Devon Feb19 Jennings, Walbrook 

Horwoop, Gzorcs, Wednesbury, Provision Merchant Feb 1 Burton, Birmingham 
Jones, Rosert, Greenwich Feb 13 Howard & Shelton, Tower chmbrs, Moorgate 
LewineTon, ALEXANDER BELLAMY, Cleveland st, Chemist Feb1 Ray, Gt Portland st 
Martin, Cuanzes, Southsea March1 Blake & Co., Portsmouth 

Mokren, Joun Garrert, Newgate st, Solicitor Feb 20 Morten’& Co, Newgate st 
Renyy, Mary Nixa Perreau, Ealing Feb16 Russell-Cooke & Co, New inn, Strand 
Rogers, AgcHIBALD, Old Queen st, Solicitor March 5 Nevill, Old Queen st, West- 


Ross, Capt WatTer WIiLi1Am, Bayswater March1 Withalls & Belton, Bedford row 


Russet, Jonny ArcHipaLp, Mecklenburg sq, Counsel March 1 Bower & Parkes, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


Scuaick, Jenxixs Vay, New York, U 8, America, Stockbroker Feb 20 Baillie & Co, 
rge st, Mansion House 

Tay or, Fanny, Burlescombe, Devon Feb8 Booker, Wellington 

om, Louisa JaNerTe Anne, Cerrig Llwydion, Denbigh March 1 Jones, Arundel st 

Tovruyen, Joun, Bernard st, Russell sq March1 Ward & Co, Gracechurch st 

TReDINNICK, Anviz, logan, Cornwall Feb 21 Paige & Grylls, Redruth 

Vesangete Eraminonpas Leonipas Peroripas, Cranbourn st, Leicester sq March 17 


WAKEFoRD, James, Chichester Feb1 Gregory, Chichester 


| Cuatrock, Frances Caruerive, Solihull, nr Birmingham Feb 14 Preston & (Co, 
Ernest | 





Wess, Cuarce, Trowbridge, Wilts Feb15 Collins & Co, Trowbridge 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Futpay, Jan. 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ASPINALL, oo as Witiiam, patetosten, Bristol, Builder | Jan 16 
Bristol Pet Janié Ord Jan 1 } 
er Sons, South Belgravia High Court Pet Dec 19 


JAQUES, Jpeeem, Leeds, 
Ord Jan 17 


Lzz, datas, New Kent 1d Bookbinder High Court Pet 


Pet Janié Ord Jan 16 


Milliner Leeds Pet Jan 17| Wesrwoop, Artnur Henry, Brighouse, Yorks, Stone 
Merchant Halifax Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 


Kise, WituiaAm Caartes GAMBLE, Gurenet, Accountant | Wicnt, Grorce he agape a4 Earviey WI.iLows 
Rochester Pet Jan15 Ord 


| Kyieut, Gzonce Heyry, Leeds to Pet Janié Ord 


Jan 1 Youncer, Kingston m Hull, Fruit Merchants 
Kingston upon Hull Pe Jani17 Ord Jan 17 


Amended notice substituted for that gates in the 
London Gazette of Dec 26 : 


McGuirx, Tuomas, Bolton, Provision Merchant Bolton 


Bea % w & Box, Blaby, Leics, Boot Manuf a | Loc swede Horus: Suaw, Barnsley, Yorks, Plasterer Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
Leicester Pet ley 


Jan4 Ord Jan 15 
Buccs, Aurrep, Halifax, Tailor Halifax Pet Jan 16 | tony, ae sce, Burnley 
lan 16 


" Marcuayt, C W H, Thornton y a ‘h, Surrey, Builder 
—_— Grozce, Wolverley, Worcesters, a Gardener | Croydon Pet Tse Ged ten y: 


Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 1 


Cuarmax, Cuances, Leeds, French oanies Leeds Pet 
J Ord Jan 15 


Masox, James, North E 
‘an 15 Lei 


Cusexe. Rovent, Leicester, Plumber Leicester Pet Jan 16 | as ge eT my Ord Jan 17 


Ord Jan 16 


ng! 
Dec 16 Ord Jan 1 


Burnley Pet Jan 16 Ord FIRST MEETINGS. 
Ancatt, Mary Resenee,, Stamford hill, Milliner Jan 26 
at12 Bankruptcy bi Carey st 


1 


fund Leicester, Builder | Anravu, Joun Lemuxt, gh Radnor, Draper 
icester Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 


Feb 19 at 1230 1, High st, Newtown, Mont 
z, Egremoit Cheshire, Builder’ Baicey, Anraur, Amersham, Bucks, Builder Jan 26 at 12 
1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 





t¢ Jan 29at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs 


Cooxe, Hazzy James, Birmingham, Hotel Manager | Mu nee Jous, Bury, Grocer Bolton Pet Jan 16 Ord —_— Watrer Ausert, Stoke Newington, Provision 
Birmingham Pet an erchan| 


Cuppgroxp, Wittiam Hexeay, Hemel Sem ead, Herts, 
Jan16 Ord Jan 16 


pst 
Luton’ Pet Nov 28 Ord Jan 16 


Daviveox, Tuomas, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan13 OrdJan13 | xeter Pet Jan16 O; 


| 7 Dosxezs 4 Buiax Lovis, Hampstead High Court Pet 
| Paryeee, Same Tor mw Rubber Stamp Agent 


Temple av 

Beer. wom Arruur, Herserr Bren, and Janes 
Wittiam Hanrpman, Market he Clothiers 
Jan 29 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berri Leicester 





Exuss, pow, Kingston upon Sail, Grocer Kingston upon Roszsrs, Hows Wes.ey, Cardi, Picture Frame Maker Bares, Ae BIBALD Bam - Ht, Hove Jam 28 at 12 Off Rec, 


eJani6 Ord — 


Giteeet, Grouse, Anslow, 
on Trent Pet Jan 13 ond Jan 1 


etJan13 Ord Ji 


Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 1 


Guar, @ , ot, | Sarva, Tuomas Seoncow, Bowes Morfolk, Wheel- | Basson, Jou South 
oe Joux, Grantham, Horse poston Nottingham Pet Pet Jan 15 agen 7 ’ 


Ord Jan 17 wright Norwi 


om Wheelwright Burton PR... Ricnanp Facuss, = A Northampton | Bio. Janes, Priestfield, 


an] I 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

nt veiangim, Japanner 

B0at11 Off Rec, De gy 
Balgravia Jan 29 at 12 Bank- 

bldgs, Carey at 


Shee, Hesgernt, Sheffield, Loot Manufacturer Sheffield | | waren, Warxen, Drighlington, Yorks, sell Bradford | | Baaseron, Ww, & Box, “hlaby, I Leics, Boot Manufacturers 
Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 16 P 


et Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 


Jan 26at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Hazvr, Groncn, Lincoln, Butcher Lincoln Pet Jan 16 | Brexcen, Joux, Stoke Anbott, Dorset, Carpenter Dor-| Bunvex, Daviv, Cheriton, nr Folkestone, Coal Merchast 


Ord Jan 16 chester PetJan17 Ord 


Jan 17 Jan 27 at 11° Off Ree, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 


ea, “an Be Bradford, Watchmaker Bradford Pet Jan | Sraxcuy, Hewsy Wisson, eteeteny, > Buatts, ons Cuarery Cu An.ns, Leeds, French Polisher Jan 29 at 11 


Factor Walsall Pet Jan15 Ord Jan 


Hust, Jous Wisssan, Bow, Boot Dealer High © Tuomas, Putcir Josern, Haverford wes rahe P 
Pet Jn ic Cont | Sk fin Ohta Teme 


Jan 17 Ord Jani 


Jscomom, ALTERED, nat , Tailor High Court Pet 0 OMAS "Th 
Jenib OrdJeni5 ee | So erie 


23, Park row, Leeds 
Coun, Epwauv Henny, Leeds Jan2éat 11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, 
DAvins, oer Aberavon, fiom, Grocer Jan 23at12 OF 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 





Boot Manufacturer Leicester | 
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Liangolman, brokes, Farmer Hastr Wit1am, and Exocu Raysoutp, Bloxwich, Tuomas JosEru, Gatechend, Hatter Newcastle 
ey Pembroke Dock Jan 26 | Beate, Bull Walsall Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 16 Foner yan Pet Janie,’ Ont Jam 18 
Dyke, een on Jan 31 at 1.80 am, x 4 - pa W Pet Gaye. Cosnam, ls Yorks, Builder Wakefield 
Evays, Jons, sr abereyaca, ‘pain Jan 26 at 12 ue yous Witt m4 jena Cardiff, Plasterer Eos, y “TY me —, Electrical Evgineer Bristol 
Evisox, = ani, Lincoln, Pout oultry Dealer Jan 30 at 12 | Hiuwasy, a eee, Oe Agent Wakefield Pet | Kine, wan S — Te, ae Merchant Great 
off 81 ver st, Lincoln ‘armouth 
Hopkins, Josern, and Atrrep Suirn, Enderby, Maxsy, G W, & Co, Stratford High Court Pet Dec6é Ord 
, James Ricuarp Horatio, Gloucester, 
Gastferchant Jan 27 at 12 Off Rec. Station rd, @ Man Leicester Pet Dec 6 Ord Jan 15 Jan 20 


—— Grorce, Anslow, Staffs, Wheelwright Jan 27 at 
1.30 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 
Cross —— Victualler 


OE te oop, P A, Charing 
Jan 26at12 Bankruptcy bid 
HaxgRINGTON, fo nt Pall Mall, Ticensed "Victualler Jan 
26 at 11 ptey bl 
. Bloxwich, 
Walsall 


Hastines, BF erm age | and 
Staffs, Builders ‘Tan 26 at 3° ‘OR 
———T Tomas Wi..iam, Cathays, A 
Jan 30 at 12,30 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 
JACOBSON, pyr Canonbury, Tailor Jan 29 at 2.30 
Bankruptc Carey 
L, Fuasx. ’z, ve Feb ijat3 Off Reo, 4, Pavilion 


JESSE 
sont is Haenlydch, Gar, Labourer Jan 29 at 12 
yr 

— fear Osset York, Fruit Dealer Jan 26 at 3 
On Rec, Bank rs, Batley 

Kine, Witu1am Cartes Gamnce, foe, 8 Kent, 

Accountant Jan 29at12 116, High st, 

Lzz, James, Re Kent rd, Bookbittier ” ¥ 29 at 12 

gy te 

Ma.cotm, Henry Grorce, Clacton on Sea, Company 
Promoter 

Moore. James Wituiam, Ryde, I ot W, Labourer Jan 
29 at 11.30 Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Sua, Wheelwri 

Moyse, Freperick, a Galvie, Suffolk 
Jan 27 at 12 Off Reo, 8, ee by 

Monrar, Jouy, Bury, Grocer Jan one" 16, Wood at, 
Bolton 

O’DonyeLt, Brian Louis, Granville pl Jan 26 at 2,30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Paynter, Freperick. Torquay, RubberStamp Agent Jan 
81at 10.45 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Piper, Wittiam Opte, ‘Ashton under Lyne, Surgeon Jan 
26a63 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Rosixson & Dick, Newcastle on Tyne, Engineers Jan 29 
at1130 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Ropcesrs, Samvet, Sheffield, Stonemason Jan26at12 Off 
Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield 


Bay > Wittias Henry, ae & Saffolk, Grocer Jan 26 


Angel Hi tel, B 

mS. Gxonam Bradford, Fork Bute Butcher Jan 2@ati1l1 Off 
Ree, 3 row, ford 

Summers, 4 ARD Groraz, Strood, Kent, bg +. Fruit 

Salesman Jan 29 at 11.30 115, High st, st, Roches 

Tuomas, Henry, urch, Glam, Grocer st 30 at 
11,30 117, Bt , Cardiff 

Taomas, WILLIAM, eath, Glam, Builder Jan 30 at 12 
Off . Sl, exandra rd, Swansea 

THompPson, Tuomas, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Jan 31 
at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Le’ 

Trick, ALFRED, Roath, Cardit?, Builder Jan 30at12 117, 
St Mary st, Curdiff 


Tria - Witu1am, Maidenhead, Reames Febiat330 Off 
Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Wa ker, James Herpenrt, Stockport, Cheshire, Provision 
Dealer Jan 26 at 10.45 ff Rec, County chmbrs, 
Market pl, Stockport 

WALkEr, He Angy, Market Harborough, Grocer Jan 26 at 3 
Off ; st, Leicester 

Wuire, Hanry, New Southgate, Provision Dealer Jan 27 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Jan 16: 


Ovams, Henry Dopson, Kingston wn 5 Hull Jan 23 at 
11,30 Off Rec, Trinity House In, H 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Avpaw, roan Sn, Se Sheffield, Boot Dealer Sheffield Pet 


Dec 

Banks, GroraE, Egham, Senay, Bellies Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan} 

Brasuey, CHARLES aed a Herts, Stockbroker 


igh Court Pet Dec 29 

Sncnate, Hanes Freperick, Moseley, Worcester, Lron- 
monger Birmi: ham Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 15 

BrapLey, WARWICK VERNON, Fieet st, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Jan 15 

a, 2 Aurrep, Halifax, Tailor Halifax Pet Jan 16 Ord 
an i 

BRooxgs, , ee be ~ 5 ley, W ters, Market Gard 

lerminster Pet Janié Ord Jan 16 

Brows, Samus, Higher Bro ae, Lancs, Solicitor 
Salford Pet April 21 Ord 

Carp, Witu1am, and James Carp, ‘ord, Monumental 
Masons Edmonton Pet Jan pa gr Hr 

Leeds, French Pet 

Ord Jan 15 

CLagke, ,o.+ Newfoundpool, Leicester, Plumber 

Leicester Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 “~e 

Hackney rd, Sawyer 

3 Dec 21 Ord Jan 15 
Duvets, Tuomas, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 13 Ord 


Exvis, Epwix, Kingston uw paul, Grocer Kingston w 

Hull Pet Jani Ord Jan sini - 

Faris, Frepgeiox Wit.1aM, edie Warwick 
Com misaion Agent Birmingham 15 Ord 
an 18 


Greert, Groror, Anslow, —!" Whestwsight Burton on 
Trent Pet Jan13 Ord Jan 1 
Han neg Banoene, Ant ited, Boot! Manufacturer Shettield 
an 1 
Has, Facnee, thom Butcher Lincoln Pet Jan 16 





Cuarm as CHARLES, 
Jan 1 


Cottive, Hewry Joun, Warner 
Pet 





FanstTons, 
l Pet Jan 17 


Hows, Ricuarp Grorcs, Wi Harrow, Builder 
St Albans Pet Jan8 Ord — 13 
Hoxt, Joun Wiii1am, Bow, Dealer High Court Pet 


Jani7 Ord Ji 
Jasosson, ALFRED, , Tailor High Court Pet 
Jan15 Ord Jan 15 
ee Fs 5 mae Leeds, Milliner Leeds Pet Jan 17 
JONES, scl Davin, Liangynwyd, Glam Cardiff Pet 
Janil Ord Jan il 
JoszrH, Nissax, Engraver Sunderland Pet 
Kine, Wi ae G. Gravesend, Accountant 
@, Witu1aM CHAaRLEs GAMBLE. 
Rochester Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 
Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 16 Pet 


Lazarp, Josgepu, Commercial nyt Leather Merchant High 
Court Pet Nov4 Ord Jan 12 
Lockwoon, aes Suaw, a, ey Yorks, Plasterer 


Lez, JamzEs, My Kent 2 a. Bookbinder High Court Pet 
‘an16 Ord Jan 15 
Lo , LAWRENCE, Burnley Burnley Pet Jan 16 Ord 


Masox, , Noith Evington, Builder Leicester Pet 
Jani7 Ord Jan 17 


Kyieut, Georce Henry, 


Mo Farpenick, Carlton Colville, Suffolk, Wheelwright 
“Great Yarmouth Pet Jan 9. Ord Jan 15 
Bolton Pet Jan 15 Ord 


Mv : 1" poe Bury, 
O’Doxxe.t, Baan Louis, Granville pl High Court Pet 
Pareren, Faepnon, ‘Gnd Jax Rubber Stamp Agent 
——* aa, 8t Bristol Bristol Pet Dec 5 
aan, Se J, Tooting, Builder Wandsworth Pet Nov 4 Ord 


Crargem, "Broun Tuomas, Northampton Northampton 
Pet Jan 15 Jan 15 


Suit, Ff Sobel THvuRLOW Bergh Norfolk, Wheel- 
t Norwich Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 
Y¥ Innkeeper Bradford 


Smith, Wacker, 
Pet Janié Ord Jan 16 
i > yy Stoke 
Ord Jan 47 
Srantey, Henry Witsoy, 
Factor Walsall 


Dorset, Carpenter Dorchester 


Wednesbury, Staffs, Corn 
Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 15 
STEVENS, nae —— one Wheelwright 
Canterb lov an 
ury 


Tayion, Wittram Pvm.ey, 
Bristol Pet Dec Jan 17 

TxHo rae 6 Josrern, Ha west, Grocer Pembroke 
Jan 17 Ord ig 17 


Txompson, | oaherd Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Janié Ord Jan 16° 

Trick, ALFRED, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Jan 
12 Ord Jan 1 


WALMSLEY, pe Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet 
W. eee gee Bishopston, Bristol, Plumber 
'ATSON, JAMES BaRRINGTON, 
Bristol Pet Dec5 Ord Jan 17 


WEeEstwoop, ARTHUR eet, Boo Yorks, Stone 
Merchant Halifax Pet J Ord Jan 17 
Woopy pa. Jom Builder 
naan 


bet — GroncE a ae ae ‘= -5 WILLows 
} ey Ry 
Pa yen tt’ Ww Ord Jan Ww 


seta men tc at pu athe 
London Gazette 


Mote, Tsomas, Horwich, Lancs, Provision Merchant 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


Wituiams, Exizasets, Swansea, Widow Carmarthen Rec 
Ord and Ai ud Jam 4, 188 Annul and Resc Dec 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Yovunasos, Taomas, Marton-cum-Grafton, Yorks, Joiner 
York Adjud March 14, 1896 Annul Jan 15, 1900 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Buiewi?t, Epwakp, Blaenavon, Mon Tredegar Pet Jan 
18 Ord Jan 18 
Brearne, James Curren, Oswaldtwistle, or 
Stonemason Blackburn Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 
Cusaver, Percy Cuartes, Oxford, Boot Dealer 
mouth PetJani8 Ord Jan 18 
ConsTANTINE, Heroviss, 
Court PetJan is Ord Jan 18 
Cox, Rusav, , Coventry, Baker Coventry Pet Jani9 Ord 


Jan 1 
Craxe, Bxiza Canouixe, Putney, Stationer Wandsworth 
Jani7 Ord Jan 17 
Dixow, Witi1AM Atrarp, Dover, Bricklayer Canterbary 
: Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 8 
Dopp, Narsanis., = , Finisher Man- 
chester Pet Jan 


Manchester, 
Ord Jan 18 ( 
Warr Heading, » Brewer's Traveller Reading 
Jani? 


i Glam, 
Moyx, Faayx, and Ji wy Suaneersnes J Tea 
NK, —S ESPEARE. z Ond Sontag, 
Brentford 


Bavres, Wiszax, Bridgend, Publican Cardiff Pet Jan 19 

Jan 19 

as Jouy, wt ey Boot Dealer Huddersfield 

Snot Boesnzan, Lye, Wo Worcester, Painter Stourbridge 
Pet Ji 


Mary, and ll Soe. PR 
Se Yorks Nurserymen Wakefield 19 Ord 
an 
Surrn, Bow asn, ate, 1dute Cate Leicester Pet 
Jan ‘an 
Groat, pam Kilburn, Licensed Victualler High Court 
Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 


4 RED Hewney, Harlow, Essex, Schoolmaster 
SroMurtford Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 


Dipton, Durham, Miner Newcastle on 
=— Wet Jen 16 Ord Jan 16 
Tomi, J T, Hammersmith, Tailor High Court Pet 


Dec 30 Ord Jan 18 
WALEEE, re Joux, Ty Bucks, Farrier Ayles- 
‘an 


20 Ord Jan 
J 
Weigh Court ¢ Jan 18 eramith rd, Fancy Drape 
Won, ¢ ve O’Coxnor, High Court Pet Jan2 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 


London Gazette of Jan 12: 
Guy, Harvey, Worcester, Builder Worcester Pet 
Jan 8 Ord Jan 8 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


oo. ae oe 1999 eve Jan ee ™~ 


Sheffield, Boot Dealer Feb 1 at 12 
tit Be, igi il 3 


a bi ai at 12 Ot Reo, Figtive : 
Feb1 

Asprva.L, Toomas Builder Jan 31 at 
12.16 OO Hes Balin, Rett 

Baw Grore Jan 31 at 
NCROFT, 

at 3 of 
mina Sea A 


Buck, Grono, Halli, 1 Gs ae Cant Grocer Jan 30 at 3 Off Ree, 
pevTulice Jan S0atS30 OM Rec, 


Enices, ALFRED, 
- Cc 
Witt, and James Carp. Chi Essex, Monu- 
Cane, eal Manone Feb 1 ai 12 Reo, 95, Temple 
Leicester, Plumber Jan 


330° Chamber of 
outers ¢ mad it, New r Neg Southgate Feb 1 at 
enn Sutherland 


= Sutherland av, Baker Jan 30 


oo 5 Ste, Rome Jan 
SSMEET ie Fouls ce, beatead 
Davinsox, Tuomas, Leeds Jan 30at12 Off Reo, 22, Park 
Finisher Jan 30 
a 
Bristol, Clerk Jan 31 at 12 
Off Bristol 
Euuis, Epwrx, upon Hull, Grocer Jan 30 at 11 


Kingston 
Trinity House in, Hull 
Deaseee tan dead, Gun Stock Maker 


Feb@atill 174, Corporation 
Hearn, Apa Jax oat ee tae amen, Wet 
Dealers Jan 3i atll 174, Corporation 


row, 
Dopp, Narsaxi 
ats 
Rec, 


Jaques, Bussssnen, loots, Millie JanSiatli Off Reo, 
Tea Suffolk, Butcher Jan 90 at 2 
See yl 


, Bt. 
Cay tp RS yHammermaith rd, Paoey Deape 


conan Sone aes ake Ce 
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McEwen, James eee, Sst, Glam Jan 30 at 2 


h 
woe Sen Ee Taananarn, and Davin Mipp.etox, 
Halifax. Stone Merchants Jan 30 at 12 Off Ree, 


Townhall cone. Halifax 

Mason, James, North Evington, Builder Jan 30at3 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

aay, J, ‘Clapham Jan 81 at 12 24, Railway app, London 

Pirxineton, Joux, Wigan Feb 1 at 2.30 Court house, 
King st, Wigan 

Pitcugr, Caartes WAtrTER, Gt et, Fish Dealer 
Feb 3 at12 Off Rec, 8, st, Norwich 

Price, Exizasetu, Hornsey Feb 1 at12 Bankruptcy 


bl 
Seu Witw1am, Llandudno, Plasterer Jan 30 at 12 
Etats row, 





Crypt brs, ester 
Puan, Josrrn, Wrexham, Builder Jan 30at10.80 Priory, 
Wrexham 


Rezs, ave o—., pti Merchant Jan 31 at 3 
117, 8t Mary st, Car 

Ricnarps, Tuomas, aah Brent, Devon, Flock ae 
turer Jan 30atll 6, geo ter, Plymouth 

Rietey, Witi1am, East Kirk by, Notts, Builder Jan 31 at 
12 County Court house, St eter’ gate ing’ 

Scnorig.p, on Huddersfield, Boot ealer "Feb 2at 12 
Off 9, John William st, Huddersfield 

SinGLETON, cor Francis, and WALKER LAWRENCE, 
Sidcup, Kent, Fishmongers Jan 30 at 11.30 24, Rail- 
way 5 ion Bridge 

Guan, Wax, and Epwarp Skinvyep, Alverthorpe, Yorks, 
Nurserymen Jan 31 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, 
Wakefi: 


Sure, anes Tuvurtow, Bergh Apton. Norfolk, Wheel- 
Feb 3 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


SmitH, Rong Drighlington, Yorks, Innkeeper Jan 31 
at it Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Turpin, Witu1aM, Dipton, Durham, Miner Jan 30 at 11.30 
Off 80, Mosley st, ——— on Tyne 


Veysy, —— Victoria st Feb 1 at ti Bankruptcy 


y st 
Waitt, Joux Darlington, Umbrella Manufacturer Jan 31 
at Off ‘Ree, 8, albert rd, Middlesborough 
WIi1kgs, abd Grorce, West Bromwich, Builder 
Feblatili 174, Sens st, Birmin gham 
baer — R, East Stour, Dorset Miller Jan 30 at 
1130 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 16: 
Dvucpate, Witt1am Dovetas, Poole, Dorset, Manufac- 
turer Jan 24at12.45 Off Reo, Endless st, ‘Salisbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Arruvr, Jony ion ae Season, Draper 
Jan 


Pet Jan 12 
BLEew —_ Epw. we. ogee a Mon Tredegar Pet Jan1S 
Breake, nal Curren, Oswaldtwistle, nr Blackburn, 
Stonemason Blackburn Pet Jani18 Ord Jan18 
Crarke, WituiAM THoMAs, 1 m, Builder Wands- 


Newtown 





worth Pet Nov 24 Ord Jan 1 
CoysTANTINE, HERCULES, Sutherland av, Baker High Court 


Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 1 
Coox, CHARLES CLEMENT, Duke st, Adelphi, Farmer Bedford 


Bet Dec8 Ord Jan 19 
Cm, a Coventry, Baker Coventry Pet Jan19 Ord 


Pm... fiza CAROLINE, P aaa Stationer Wandsworth | 
Pet Jani7 Ord J 


an 1 
CuppEForp, WILLIAM a Hemel Hempstead, Hert- 
ay Beerhouse Keeper Luton Pet Nov 28 Ord 


Jan 
Baw, 3 Hine, Sevemeni, pea Builder Tunbridge Wells 
Jani9 Ord Jan 1 
mB... WALTER, Reading, Brewer’s Traveller Reading 
Pet Jani17 Ord Jan 17 


GawtTuorP, CHARLES, Altofts, Builder Wakefield Pet 
Jani19 Ord Jan 19 

on, Lege by ym Horse Dealer Nottingham Pet 

me. Tuomas Francis, Manchester Manchester Pet 
Oct 31 Jan 20 

Hope, we + re Estate Agent Preston Pet | 
Dec 30 Ord Jan 20 


Kise, Witiiam, Gt Yarmouth, Fish Merchant Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Jani9 Ord Jan19 
Hammersmith rd, Fancy Draper 





Krmpy, ALice JANE, 
Pet Janis Ord Jan18 

Lirritox, Hazry, Twickenham Brentford Pet Jan AE 

Ord Jan 17 ; | 


in an old-established Horti 


a Jomm, Fes 4 Glam, Tailor Pontypridd Pet 
an 1 


Mowk, Frank, Sea _ am SHaxesreare, Accrington, Tea 
Dealers Black 


burn Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 

Payne, Ernest, East Grinstead, Carman Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Janis Ord Jan 18 

or ~< ': Joun, Wigan Wigan Pet Jan 18 Ord 
an 18 

Rosinsoy, Epwarp, ArTaur Ggorce Rorinson, and 
Georce Marrnewson Dick, Gates Engineers 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 17 

Satter, Witiiam, Bridgend, Glam, Publican Cardiff Pet 
Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Suaw, Esenezer, Lye, Worcester, Painter Stourbridge 
Pet Jan1é Ord Jani 19 

Skinner, Mary, ~ Epwakp Skinvyer, Alverthorpe, wate, 
Nurserymen W: akefield Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 1 

Surtu, Epwagp, 7 Leicester, Grazier kg Pet 
Jan20 Ord Jan 20 

Sumpron, WILLIAM, EO Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Oct6 Ord 18 

Trice, WiLL14m, Maidechesd, Berks, Farmer Brighton 


Pet Dec 6 Ord Jan 19 


Wesamntieasan Joun* . yy Bucks, Farrier Ayles- 


bury Pet Jan20 O:d Jan 


Amended notice substituted for that peat: in the 
London Gazette of Jan. 12 


GrusuAm, Harvey, Worcester, Builder ‘Worcester Pet | 


Jan8 Ord Jan8& 





Ali letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer, 

Where difficulty ts experienced im procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
ain be made direct to the ) Publisher. 





AW.—Share of handsome Offices, in one 
of best positions in bo H — for new "een 
solicitor; view to ip; references exchanged.— 
amnanne X., Osmond & =. iosumenger tan, E.C. 





LAY Experienced Conveyancing Clerk, 
aged 46, having good knowledge of Costs, Probate, 
and Trust matters, Desires immediate ement.— 
Auten, Churchend, Gastlemorton, near Tewkesbury. 





AW.—Conveyancin Dg. Chancery, Common 

Law, or General Clerkship Wanted ; Advertiser has 

had extensive London experience in branches ; 

thoroughly competent; moderate salary.—W., 22, Stoke 
| Newington-common, N. E. 





TNO PARENTS - GUARDIANS.—Horti- 

cultural Engineer’s Pupi 
tural Builders and Hot Wa‘ 
Engineer’s business, with largest 


theoretical knowledge can be obtained; knowledge of 
6rawing preferred ; Sry oy egy 9 ae in instance, 
Conservatory, care of Giles Giles, Advertising Agent, 146. | 
Fleet-street, London, E.C. 





£15,000 Mody obtiiam tecnoit rae 


— : *yeineipals or solicitors only ; several other sums 
.—Address confidentially Ecypr, care of J 
v Vickers 5, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 





oxicrrors, MORTGAGEES, and Others, 

~—M. Davis, 40, Ladbroke-grove, London, is always 

Prepared with Cash to Purchase every description of Pro- 

perty, in any state of repair or poh in London, or 
within 40 miles ; introductory fees i in advance. 


-—Vacancy occurs for Pu - | 


(EFrOz OF H.M. WOODS, a 


SECOND-CLASS CLERKSHIP. =e 
EXAMINATION 


Candidates must have served for three years in a soliq~ 
tor’s office (19-23), Hy jg se 

The date specified is the latest at which applications can 
be received. The Ant. be made on forms to be obtained, 
with particulars, from the Secretary, Civil Service Com- 
mission, London, 8.W. 


ITY of SHEFFIELD.—The Corporation 

of Sheffield are — to Accept Loans on Mort- 

gage or Deposit.—For ame apply, Crry ACCOUNTANT AND 
RecistTrar, Town Hall, She’ 


YPEWRITING and SHORTHAND. — 
Legal Documents accurately Copied by Skilled 
Se experienced Shorthand Writer available for 
occasional ent.—M. H. D. Donaupson, 2, Old 
Quoen-strest, Westminster. 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL yysvrance company 
touarep, FIRE. 


Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47 
Chancery-lane, 








a 
ep 





Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 
} E. COZENS SMITH, General Manag:r. 














Me = | 
WOLVERHAMPTON. 


LONDON OFFICES ano SHOW ROOMS 
139 ano l41 CANNON S™LONDON.EC..| 
ta 


Please name this Journal, 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Aa MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPCINTMENT. 


| To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 





























plant of woodwork | 
machinery in London, where a thorough practical and | 





| 
| 
| BOBBS FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
| Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Olerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








Ie gMPLETE -VALUA TOW 


FOR THE 


LEGAL PROFESSION. EXECUTORS &c 


Of Personal and Hou 
-hold Effects. 
to the 


H.M. Court of 


FS 


oe 
according 
requirements of 
Probate. 


The Members of the 
LEGAL PROFESSION 
are respectfully re- 
quested to kindly 
Recommend our Firm 
to Executors and 
others requiring 
Valuations, 


1& 7 


and 





PROMPTITUDI 


iBL!I 


Gracechurch Street. Cornhill, EC. 
(7 & 18 Pic ie London. W. 
men" CHARGES 


DISTANCI 








